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ered: Hearing on House Joint Resolution 389, distribution 
and sale of motor vehicles. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MALONEY's subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m., Thursday, December 16, 1937. Business to be consid
ered: Hearing on S. 1261, through-routes bill. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MARTIN's subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, at 10 
a. m., Tuesday, January 4, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearing on sales-tax bills, H. R. 4722 and H. R. 4214. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Tuesday, January 11, 
1938. Business to be considered: Hearing on S. 69, train
lengths bill. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
890. A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmit

ting a draft of legislation relative to appropriations for the 
year 1939 for Federal-aid highways, secondary or feeder 
roads elimination of grade crossings, forest highways, roads, 
and trails, and public-land highways; to the Committee on 
Roads. 

891. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Navy, trans
mitting the bill (S. 2629) to authorize an exchange of lands 
between the city of San Diego, Calif., and the United States, 
with a proposed amendment thereto; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

. PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 8698) to 

promote efficiency, progress, peace, and fair competition in 
business and industry; to establish fair standards of wages, 
employment, and conditions and periods of employment; to 
reward compliance and penalize noncompliance with fair 
labor standards; to provide for maximum local autonomy in 
relations between employers and employees; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. HARLAN: A bill (H. R. 8699) to prohibit the in
terstate transportation of goods, wares, and merchandise in 
certain cases; to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 8700) relating to the retire
ment ·of the justices of the Supreme Court of the Territory 
of Hawaii, judges of the circuit courts of the Territory of 
Hawaii, ·and judges of the United States District Court for 
the Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
- By Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma (by departmental request): 

A bill (H. R. 8701) relating to the tribal and individual 
affairs of the Osage Indians of Oklahoma; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LAMNECK: A bill (H. R. 8702) to extend the act 
of December. 17, 1919, granting gratuities to dependents of 
members of the Regular Army dying from wounds or dis
ease to certain Air Corps Reserve Officers, United States 
Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of ru1e XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: _ 
By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill (H. R. 8703) for the relief of 

Earle Embrey; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. DEMPSEY: A bill (H. R. 8704) for the relief of 

the estate of Lillie Liston; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8705) for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. 

B. W. Trent; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. EBERHARTER: A bill (H. R. 8706) for the relief 

of Robert John Williams; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Maryland: .A bill <H. R. 8707> for the . 
relief of GraceS. Taylor; to the Committee on Claims. 

LXXXII-96 

By Mr. POLK: A bill (H. R. 8708) granting a pension to 
Blanche Acton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCRUGHAM: A bill <H. R. 8709) to provide for 
the payment of war-risk insurance to the dependents of 
offi.cers and enlisted men who lost their lives at the time 
the U.S. S. Lakemoor was torpedoed and sunk on April 11, 
1918; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SCOTT: A bill (H. R. 8710) granting a pensiop to 
Laura Murray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerkts desk and referred as follows: 
3605. By Mr. WELCH: Resolution passed by the City 

Council of Redding, Calif., requesting the work on the Shasta 
Dam; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

3606. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Mobile Chamber 
of Commerce, Mobile, Ala., petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to labor, dated December 9, 1937; 
to the Cpmmittee on Labor. 

3607. Also, petition of the United Federal Workers of Amer
ica, petitioning consideration of House bill 8431; to the Com
mittee on the Civil Service. 

3608. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of Han. 
James V. Allred, Governor of Texas, and Han. George H. 
Sheppard, comptroller of public accounts ·of Texas, favorirlg 
House bill 8045, authorizing the Post Office Department to 
cooperate with the States in the collection of State cigarette 
and tobacco taxes; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads . 

3609. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Merchants' Asso
ciation of New York, concerning the undistributed-profits 
tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3610. By Mr. COLDEN: Petition of 134 residents of San 
Pedro, Calif., and vicinity, protesting the levying of any excise 
or processing tax on wheat; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3611. Also, resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors 
of Los Angeles County, Calif., December 7, 1937, urging upon 
the Banking and Currency Committees of the House and Sen
ate, respectivelyt to report out for action at this special ses
sion the proposed amendments to the National Housing Act 
now before Congress; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

3612. By Mr. SWOPE: Petition of D. A. Robinson and 25 
other citizens of Dauphin County, Pa.t protesting against the 
levYing of any excise or processing taxes on primary food 
products; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3613. By Mr. POLK: Petition of Mayor Joseph L. Kountz, 
Vice Mayor John M. Salladay, J. Frank Bickett, Charles F. 
Schirrman, Albert H. Weghorst, councilmen for the city of 
Portsmouth, and submitted by City Clerk Evangeline Justice, 
urging the President and the Congress of the United States 
to use their offices and efforts to speed financing and con
struction of the flood defenses for the city of Portsmouth, 
Scioto County, Ohio; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

3614. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Attorney Gen
eral enclosing copies of House joint memorials, Senate joint 
memorials, and House memorials, relating to Territorial 
legislation; to the Committee on the Territories. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1937 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, November 16, 1937) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent. 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen
dar day Tuesday, December 14, 1937, was dispensed with. 
and the-Journal was approved. 
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CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT.- The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Davis King 
Andrews Dieterich La Follette 
Ashurst Donahey Lee 
Austin Dutry Lodge 
Bailey Ellender Logan 
Bankhead Frazier Lonergan 
Barkley George Lundeen 
Bilbo Gerry M.cAdoo 
Bone Gibson McCarran 
Borah Gillette McGill 
Bridges Glass McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Graves McNary 
Brown, N.H. Green Maloney 
Bulkley Gu1l'ey Miller 
Bulow Hale Minton 
Burke Harrison Moore 
Byrd Hatch Murray 
Byrnes Hayden Neely 
Capper Herrin,; Norris 
Caraway Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Chavez Holt Overton 
Connally Johnson, call!. Pepper 
Copeland Johnson, Colo. Pittman 

Pope 
Radcll1fe 
Reynolds 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Ship stead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. HuGHEs] is detained from the Senate because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BERRY], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. CLARK], and the Senator from Illinois 
fMr. LEwiS] are unavoidably detained. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President of the United 

States, submitting nominations, were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries. 
RELIEF FROM LIABILITY OF CERTAIN VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 

OFFICERS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 

from the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to relieve disbursing officers 
and certifying officers of the Veterans' Administration from 
liability for payment where recovery of such payment is 
waived under existing laws administered by the Veterans' 
Administration, which, with the accompanying paper, was 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Mr. COPELAND presented a telegram in the nature of a 

petition from the Buffalo <N. YJ Branch of the Women's In
ternational League for Peace, urging the immediate with
drawal of United States ships and troops from the Far East
em war zone, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the annual con
vention of the Metropolitan Cooperative Milk Producers 
Bargaining Agency, Syracuse, N. Y., favoring the adoption 
of the so-called McNary amendment to the pending farm 
relief bill, looking to the protection of the livestock, dairy, 
and poultry industries, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the executive 
board of the Scarsdale League of Women Voters, of Scars
dale, and the League of Women Voters of the eleventh and 
thirteenth assembly districts, of New York City, both in the 
State of New York, protesting against the enactment of the 
bill (8. 3022) to amend the law relating to appointment of 
postmasters, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 
Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani

mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 
By Mr. TYDINGS and Mr. RADCLIFFE (by request): 
A bill CS. 3137) authorizing the State of Maryland, by and 

through its State roads commission or the successors .of said 
commission, to construct, maintain, and operate certain 

bridges across streams, rivers, and navigable waters which 
are wholly or partly within the State; and 

A bill CS. 3138) authorizing the State of Maryland, by and 
through its state roads commission or the successors of said 
commission, to construct, maintain, and operate certain 
bridges across streams, rivers, and navigable waters which are 
wholly or partly within the State; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BILBO: 
A bill <S. 3139) to amend the Judicial Code to provide 

for three judicial districts for the State of Mississippi, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POPE: 
A bill (S. 3140) to provide for the appointment of one 

additional district judge for the district of Idaho; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LODGE: 
A bill (S. 3141) for the relief of Alfred E. Hibbard; to 

the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. BYRD: 
A bill (S. 3142) for the relief of Commander Herbert Dum

strey, Chaplain Corps, United States NavY; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

CROP LOANS TO FARMER8--AMENDMENT 
· Mr. WHEELER submitted an amendment intended to 

be proposed by him to the bill <S. 3043) to provide for loans 
to farmers for crop production and harvesting during the 
year 1938, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. MURRAY submitted amendments intended to be pro

posed by him to the bill (S. 2787) to provide an adequate 
and balanced flow of the major agricultural commodities in 
interstate and foreign commerce, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE UNEMPLOYMENT AND 
. RELIEF-LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 

Mr. BYRNES submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
209), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the special committee appointed by the Vice 
President, pursuant to Senate Resolution No. 36, agreed to June 
10, 1937, to study, survey, and investigate the problems of unem
ployment and relief in the United States, hereby is authorized to 
expend from the contingent fund of the Senate $15,000 1n addi
tion to the amount heretofore authorized to be expended for 
such purposes. 

FEDERAL CONTROL OF WATER POLLUTION-ADDRESS BY BOAKE 
CARTER 

fMr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the REcoRD a radio address delivered on the 29th ultimo by 
Boake Carter on the subject of river pollution and Federal 
control of such water pollution, which appears in the Ap
pendix.] · -

POLITICS AND PATRIOTISM-ADDRESS BY JAMES A. PARLEY 
[Mr. HARRISoN asked and obtained leave to have printed 

in the RECORD a radio address delivered on November 8, 1937, 
on the Evening Star Forum, by Hon. James A. Farley, chair
man of the Democratic National Committee, on the subject 
Politics and Patriotism, which appears in the Appendix.] 
THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND THE NATIONAL WELFARE--ADDRESS BY 

WAYNE C. TAYLOR 
[Mr. MINToN asked and obtained leave to have printed in 

the REcoRD an address delivered by Wayne C. Taylor before 
the Economic Club at the Hotel Astor, New York City, De
cember 7, 1937, on the subject of The Federal Budget and 
the National Welfare, which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT-ADDRESS BY SENATOR BURKE 
[Mr. ScHWELLENBACH asked and obtained leave to have 

published in the RECORD an address delivered by Senator 
BURKE before the annual meeting of the National Woman's 
Party at Washington, D. C., on the subject of The Equal 
Rights Amendment, which appears in the Appendix.] 
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AGRICULTURAL RELIEF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill <S. 2787) 
to provide an adequate and balanced flow of the major agri
cultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, 
and for other purposes. 
· The VICE PRESIDENT. When the Senate recessed yes
terday it had under consideration the committee amend
ment on page 78 of the bill, lines 15 and 16. The clerk will 
state the proposed amendment for the information of the 
Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 78, line 15, after the word 
"payments", it is proposed to insert "under this act such 
sums as are necessary." 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on yesterday I announced 
my intention to offer an amendment limiting the first year's 
expenses to $500,000,000-$275,000,000 to be spent for carry
ing out the parity payments of the act, and $225,000,000 for 
carrying out the provisions of the Soil Conservation Act. 

Before that amendment could be offered and considered, 
the question arose on the Va:pdenberg amendment, which 
would have limited the expenditures to $500,000,000 for each 
year-an amendment which, . in my judgment, should not 
have been adopted-and the Vandenberg amendment was 
defeated by a vote of 49 to 23, showing that the Senate did 
not care to put any limitation on the appropriation even for 
the first year. Therefore, I shall not offer the amendment 
which I proposed yesterday. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I desire to 
call to the attention of the sponsors of the bill a resolution 
which has been adopted by the American Horticultural In
stitute. It relates to a subject matter which is of conse
quence to Florida, to California, and to other States that are 
indulging in fruit culture and tree culture. 

The resolution adopted by the institute is as follows: 
Resolved, That the American Horticultural Institute urge the 

early enactment of express legislative authority for making benefit 
payments either under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act or under section 32 of the act of August 24, 1935, to 
encourage the removal of disease-infected or uneconomical or
chards or vineyards. 

I take it from a reading of the bill-! may be in error in 
regard. to it, and that is the reason why I put the query to 
those interested in the bill-that the removal from an or
chard of dead trees, infected trees, and the like, is within 
the power of the Secretary of Agriculture under the bill, and 
such appropriation as may be necessary he may use in that 
regard. Am I right in that? 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, I will 
say that it is my opinion that there is nothing in the bill 
dealing with the matter to which the Senator has referred. 
It does not touch horticulture or the treatment of fruit trees 
in any way, so far as I understand the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Yes; but under the general 
powers which are given the Secretary, which are plenary in 
character, has not he the power, as a matter of soil-con
servation-because it is that, in the last analysis-to remove 
infected trees, or trees that are dead, and the like? 

Mr. POPE. The Soil Conservation Act does apply to lands 
on which fruit trees are grown. As I understand, a certain 
amount per acre is paid for conserving the soil. Just what 
practices are involved in that soil-conservation program, I 
do not know. I should have .to check up to see just what is 
involved in that program. I think I could find out in a very 
few moments. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I call the matter to the at
tention of the gentlemen who are sponsoring the bill, and 
ask if at some time during the afternoon they will not investi
gate and determine whether or not the power exists in the 
Secretary of Agriculture to do that thing. 

Mr. POPE. Yes. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I understand that the 

question now comes on the committee amendment which has 
just been stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I desire to make a final observation 

in connection with the amendment. This is the amend
ment which changes the original text of the bill, and changes 
the authorization of appropriation from a fixed sum to a 
totally unlimited sum. 

Upon yesterday I endeavored to put a ceiling upon this 
expenditure. The Senate has demonstrated its complete hos
tility to any such limitation. I rise now simply to say for 
myself that I desire to join the able Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ADAMs] in believing, and in proposing to vote accord
ingly, that the committee amendment should be defeated, 
and the original text of the bill should stand. 

I desire to read the final paragraph in the letter which 
President Roosevelt sent to the distinguished Democratic 
leader, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], as 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for November 29. I 
read: 

It is obvious that a constant increase of expenditures without 
an equally constant increase in revenue can only result in a con
tinuation of deficits. We cannot hope to continue on a sound 
basis of financial management of Government affairs unless the 
regular annual expenditures are brought within the revenues. I 
feel that every effort should be made to keep the new farm program 
within the present limit of $500,000,000 per annum. 

I interpolate the suggestion that that is the precise limit 
which my amendment suggested, and which the Senate de
clined to accept. 

I continue the reading: 
If it is not possible

Says the President-
! then urge that steps be taken to provide the necessary increase 
in revenue to meet any expenditures under the new farm program 
in excess of this sum .. 

It has been rather freely suggested that the proposed legis
lation could not hope to win the Executive approval except 
as it comes within the specifications so plainly and bluntly set 
forth. I am unable to understand how the President could 
know whether he is entitled to sign the bill within his own 
definition of a national necessity if it comes to him with an 
authorization for "such sums as are necessary." I am unable 
to see how he can intelligently confront his responsibility, 
any more than I can see how we can intelligently confront 
our responsibility, if we conclude the legislation with an un
limited appropriation to measure an utterly mystifying and 
incalculable expenditure. 

I rose simply in conclusion in my effort of yesterday to join 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMs] in urging that the 
committee amendment be defeated and that the original tex.t 
of the bill as written by the authors of the bill themselves 
shall be adopted. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I took occasion this morning 
to look over the debate of yesterday on the question of plac
ing a limitation upon the authority to make appropriations. 
I find there is apparently a great and fundamental difference 
of opinion as to the purpose and intent of the bill on the 
part of those who oppose placing limitations upon it. It 
seems to me that ought to be made clear in advance; that is, 
either the bill contemplates parity payments or it does not 
contemplate parity payments. 

Verifying my recollection I find that of those who opposed 
the amendment yesterday, two of the speakers, leaders in 
favor of the bill, took the position that the bill does not 
contemplate or require parity payments, while others took 
the position that it does .require parity payments. If the bill 
does require parity payments we can readily understand why 
we would have to leave off the limit because we cannot know 
what the parity payments may be. On the other hand, jf 
parity payments are not intended, as I contended yesterday, 
we ought to fix the limit so that when the prorating pro
vision is applied we will have a definite fiscal pool for dis
tribution. 
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I invite the attention of the Senate to page 1916 of the 

RECORD, where, in answer to an inquiry, the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. McGILL] said: 

Does the Senator from Colorado construe the b1ll, regardless of 
the amount appropriated, to guarantee at all times parity price to 
the farmer? 

Mr. ADAMs. I w1ll say to the Senator from Kansas that I am 
atrald that while the bill does not guarantee the parity price, it 
holds out that expectation to the farmer. 

Mr. McGILL. I will say to the Senator from Colorado that it does 
not hold out anything of the kind. 

On an earlier day the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK
HEAD] explained that he did not understand that the bill 
was to involve the necessity for parity payments. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 

yield to the Senator from Kansas? 
Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 
Mr. McGII.J.... The Senator will agree, however, that my 

statement complete would have some bearing on the portion 
of it which the Senator read from my remarks? 

Mr. ADAMS. I did not want to take up more of the 
RECORD than necessary, but the Senator will bear me out 
that I am correct in my understanding that the Senator does 
not take the position that the bill obligates the Government 
to make full parity payments. 

Mr. McGILL. Full parity price, and may not require full 
payments. However, the Senator read just a small portion 
of my remarks and read that portion accurately. I am not 
questioning that. The Senator from Kansas merely wants 
the RECORD of today to show that the Senator from Colorado 
did not read the entire answer. I think the Senator from 
Colorado should read the complete statement, because the 
portion of the statement appearing in today's RECORD as the 
Senator read it might leave an erroneous impression as to 
what my attitude is. 

Mr. ADAMS. I would not want to have that happen, of 
course. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President--
Mr. ADAMS . . I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. POPE. I understood the Senator from Kansas yester

day referred only to schedule A, which now appears on page 
21 of the bill, so that under any circumstances full parity 
would not be paid under the section. For instance, if the 
normal supply is 114 or more, only 82 percent of parity 
would be paid. If it were 111, then 86 percent would be paid. 
The Senator was referring to the fact that even under the 
bill and under any appropriation that might be made only 
that percentage of parity would be paid. 

Mr. McGilL. I was stating, among other things, that 
the bill would not guarantee at all times full parity prices. 

Mr. ADAMS. Is it a correct statement to say that the 
major scope of the bill providing the parity prices is based 
upon the limitation of production? 

Mr. McGTIL. To my mind, that is the only way we can 
attain for the farmers of the country a parity price. In 
other words, I think production must be in line with what 
the markets, both domestic and foreign, will consume in 
order for the farmer to receive parity price, whether we have 
this bill or . whether we do not. 

Mr. ADAMS. Would the Senator go an additional step 
and say that if we eliminate from the bill the obligation to 
make parity payments, the bill would still have a measure 
of effectiveness left in it? 

Mr. McGILL. I do not know that I exactly understand 
the Senator. · 

Mr. ADAMS. As I have read the bill, if the premise upon 
which the bill is founded, that is the limitation of production, 
shall be retained, it will ultimately raise the price approxi
mately to parity price, and we would accomplish the same 
thing, even though we might make and promise no pay-
ments on account of parity. . 

Mr. McGilL. That result would be attained, and there 
is no question in my mind about it; but we cannot, regard
less of acreage, absolutely control production. We recog-

nize that. We also have provisions with reference to the 
matter of loans, and so forth. If the proper appropriations 
are made, the bill itself guarantees certain reserve loans 
and certain parity payments. Those parity payments, how
ever, may not under all circumstances and would not under 
all circumstances reach what we denominate a parity price. 

Mr. ADAMS. In fact, after the limitation on production 
in the case of cotton should be applied, if cotton were still 
to sell for 10 cents a pound the Senator would not expect 
under the terms of the bill that 6 cents a pound woUld still 
be paid in order to reach the 16-cent parity? 

Mr. McGILL. Oh, no. 
Mr. POPE. Mr. President--
Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. POPE. That would all depend on the total supply. If 

the total supply were 100 percent, then the cotton grower, 
under those circumstances, might expect parity. But if it is 
higher than 100 percent of the normal supply, he would not 
get full parity. 

With reference to the other question which the Senator 
from Colorado asked the Senator from Kansas, while the 
main feature of the bill is the making of supply meet the 
demand, yet in order to get the farmer to go along with the 
program, the parity payments are offered as an inducement. 

Mr. ADAMS. Parity price is one thing, and parity pay
ments are another thing. 

Mr. POPE. Certainly. 
Mr. ADAMS. If I may call attention to the comment of 

another Senator--
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ADAMS. My time is limited; but I yield to the Sen· 

ator from Louisiana, if he will be brief. 
lfr. OVERTON. The Senator and I are both members of 

the Appropriations Committee. I do not have any difficulty 
in interpreting what the bill means when it comes to making 
appropriations. Insofar as parity payments are concerned, 
the bill contemplates an appropriation will be made to meet 
parity payments in accordance with schedule A, to be found 
on page 21 of the bill. If the supply of cotton is 14 percent 
more than the normal supply, as it will be next year, then 
the parity payments to be made on cotton would be 82 percent 
of parity, and that would be, I think, 13.9· cents, according to 
my recollection. At any rate, it would be 82. percent of 
whatever may be the parity price. Parity may be 16 or it 
may be 17 or 15. It would be only 82 percent of whatever it 
may be, and it is contemplated that the appropriation made 
under the bill to make parity payments must be upon that 
basis. 

Mr. ADAMS. The Senator would have no difficulty in 
computing the amount of the appropriation, then, because 
he has in his mind the figures both as to the prospective 
production and the prospective price. 

Mr. OVERTON. When it comes to making an appropria
tion I shall ascertain what is the parity price and what is 
the carry-over, and then I shall make a calculation in ac
cordance with schedule A. There will be no difficUlty 
about it. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I merely wanted to call at
tention to this matter. Several Senators took what seemed 
to me to be conflicting views as to the fundamentals of the 
bill. I had intended to quote from the remarks of other 
Senators, but I shall not do so, by reason of the fact that 
time is running against me, other than to say that it seems 
there is a fundamental difference of opinion as to the pur
poses of the bill, and it is extremely difficult for anyone 
endeavoring to compute what ought to be appropriated in 
view of that fundamental di1Ierence in the construction of 
the bill. If it is intended to make full parity payments, it 
involves one sum of money. If it is intended merely to make 
payments. of parity to stimulate observance of crop restric
tions, it involves another sum of money. 

I want to reiterate what I said in the first discussion of 
the matter, that I think the very carefully worked out 
schedule of .the original bill should stand. That is a much 
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more carefully worked out schedule than was contained in 
any of the amendments which were offered or discussed. 

The Department of Agriculture obviously considered th~ 
matter, and had a hand in preparing the original bill. A 
limitation was placed in the bill, which limitation, Mr. Presi
dent, will give $100,000,000 more than the amount of the 
soil-conservation appropriations, which the Senator from 
Kansas on yesterday stated he thought would in all prob
ability be adequate. So that it seems to me that if we leave 
the limitations inserted by the authors of the bill, carefully 
worked out, specifying the amount of new money going into 
these payments, specifying the amount that is to come from 
the already appropriated soil-conservation payments, speci
fying the amount that is to come out of section 32 of the 
A. A. A., we have a definite, fixed amount. If it proves to 
be inadequate, there will be ample recourse, through defi
ciency appropriations, to meet the requirement, and to meet 
it in ample time. 

I believe, therefore, that the Senate will only be perform
ing its duty in this matter in fixing a limit, and leaving in 
the bill the provisions as to a limit which were put in the 
bill, after careful study, by the authors of the bill, after 
consultation with the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, does not the Senator think 
that in common honesty and fair dealing, if this is accepted, 
parts of the bill, referring to restrictions, and like matters, 
ought to be rewritten, so that the farmer will understand 
that, after all of his regulation and his curtailment, he will 
get only what is provided at the arbitrary will of the Com
mittee on Appropriations? 

Mr. ADAMS. I think the Senator's committee, under the 
able leadership of the senior Senator from South Carolina, 
should have made the bill so plain on that point, just as he 
suggests, that there could not have been the difference of 
opinion which has demonstrated itself repeatedly on the :floor 
of the Senate; and I think it ought to be done now. 

Mr. SMITH. So far as the Senator is concerned, had he 
and his committee been given time-

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NORRIS in the chair). 
The Senator's time on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. SMITH. I will finish my sentence; I am speaking in 
my own time. Had we, as a committee, been given time to 
draft a bill, I think these confusing elements would have 
been eliminated. But the Senator knows the conditions 
under which we had to act, and this is the result. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. ADAMS. The Senator has no doubt that if additional 

time were afforded the bill could be clarified, simplified, and 
changed, so that it would be a bill speaking in integrity and 
honesty? 

Mr. SMITH. I have no doubt. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, I desire to 

offer an amendment to the committee amendment, on page 
78, line 16, after the word "necessary", to add the following: 

To pay parity prices 1n accordance with schedule A on cotton, 
wheat, and corn, in order to maintain both parity of prices paid 
to farmers for such commodities marketed by them for domestic 
consumption and export and parity of income for farmers market
ing such commodities. 

Mr. President, the purpose of the amendment is to clarify 
this whole matter. If we are to pay parity prices, let us say 
so, and say it now. There is great confusion here, just as 
has been well said by my colleague the senior Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ADAMS]. No one knows exactly what is meant, 
and the object of my amendment is to declare that we are 
to pay parity prices in- accordance with schedule A. It 
should be said that the committee amendment as it is drawn, 
stopping with the word "necessary," as it does stop, leaves 
the whole matter up in the air. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Gladly. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator's amendment clarifies 
the language, but fails to clarify the mathematics. The Sen
ator's amendment, if anything, adds to the mystery. How 
much would the Senator's amendment cost? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That can only be estimated 
in connection with carrying out the curtailment established 
in schedule A. I am unable to answer the question in dollars 
and cents, but it does at least tell the farmer what the 
formula is, together with the objective, and he can figure 
out that he is either going to receive parity payments or not. 
I maintain that the bill in its present form is misleading to 
the farmer. The farmers in my section of the country think 
they are to get parity prices. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is the Senator in favor of giving 
them parity prices? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Is the Senator prepared to vote for 

the necessary taxes to give them parity prices? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Has the Senator any suggestion as 

to what those taxes may be, or how they may be raised? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am going to wait for the 

House of Representatives, because providing for taxes is the 
function of the other body of Congress. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It seems to be the function of the 
other House to deaJ with all the mathematics of the matter, 
because it is nothing bat a maze so far as the Senate is 
concerned. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the Senator's desire to 

clarify this provision, but I wonder what will happen if we 
state definitely and specifically, without any reservation, 
that we are going to make parity payments, and then 
later on Congress does not appropriate enough money to pay 
them. Just what would happen? Would all those who got 
in on the ground floor, or got the first consideration, receive 
parity, then those who were a little later not receive any
thing? Should we not apportion the amount Congress ap
propriates among all those entitled to it in proportion to 
their share of the appropriation? No matter what we say 
in the bill, unless Congress later appropriates the money 
to pay parity, there will be no way for the farmers to get it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think that is the position 
the farmers and Congress are in right now. The parity pay
ments will only be made, as pointed out by the senior Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS] yesterday, after the crop 
has been made, a year from now, and under the terms of 
the bill the farmer will be expecting to receive parity, be
cause the bill says he will. Why not say so, if that is our 
intention, and say it right now, when we are authorizing the 
appropriations? The bill very specifically provides on the 
first page: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to regulate 
interstate and foreign commerce in cotton, wheat, com, tobacco, 
and rice to the extent necessary to provide such adequate and 
balanced fiow of such commodities as will, first-

And that is what we are talking about now-
maintain both parity of prices paid to farmers for such com
modities marketed by them for domestic consumption and export 
and parity of income for farmers marketing such commodities. 

I have copied the very language in the authorization, so 
as to make the bill in its authorization for the appropriation 
of funds conform with the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Colorado yield? 

Mr· JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. What I am disturbed about it that the 

amount of the payments on parity or anything else depends 
on the amount Congress will appropriate. If we hold out 
the certainty to the farmer that he is to receive full parity, 
an~ then some Congress appropriates only enough to pay 
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half parity, what would happen? Should there not be a 
provision here as to how the money is to be paid, whether
the payments are to be made in full to those who get the 
first payments and then deny everyone else, or should we 
allocate the payments among the farmers in proportion to 
their respective shares? Of course, I would like to have it 
made more definite, and I appreciate the Senator's desire to 
make it definite, but J; do not see how we can ever make it 
definite until each year Congress appropriates the money 
to be available for parity payments. If Congress appro
priates no money at all, although we promise parity, there 
will be no way to pay it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is my understanding that 
the farmer will be expecting, under this bill-in fact, I know 
he is expecting-to receive parity payments, and if we are 
not going to make parity payments, it seems to me we 
should either amend the section on page 78, or amend the 
section on page 2. I want to make this bill consistent in all 
of its parts. I want to make this an honest bill. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator Yield 
further? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Very gladly. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Is not the Senator making an ex

cellent argument for the recommittal of the bill, in order 
that it can be so written that at least two Members of the 
Senate will understand it the same way? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should be glad to see it 
recommitted, and some of these points clarified. I should 
be glad to vote for recommittal today for that purpose, 
because I think that some of the points must be clarified. 
I know that the farmers are being deceived by the bill, and 
I do not think it is fair to say in the bill .that we are going 
to make parity payments and then not make any pretension 
of making them. Let us either make our declaration that 
we are not going to make them, or let us make arrangements 
to make them, one or the other. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I discussed this subject 
2 weeks ago, and pointed out the inconsistencies which in
volved the Senate yesterday afternoon. It was very clear 
then, and it is just as clear now, what Congress intends to 
.do, and what was in the minds of the authors of the bill 
when it was introduced. . 

When the bill came to us, in the declaration of policy we 
were asked to pledge payment of parity prices as to those 
commodities mentioned in the adjustment contracts, namely, 
cotton, wheat, and corn. We made no promise to the to
bacco and rice growers. On page 10 there was a mandatory 
declaration that the Secretary of Agriculture "shall" make 
parity payments. I called these two matters to the atten
tion of the Senate at the time, stating that that was a com
mittal by a declaration of policy, that it would be, further, 
a committal by a statutory enactment by the Congress. 

The able Senator from Alabama stated at that time that 
he did not expect parity payments to be for cotton because 
it would cost too much. I asked him for the figures, and 
he said it would cost between three hundred million and four 
hundred million dollars. I suggested that the "shall" should 
be changed to "may,'' leaving it discretionary with the Sec
retary of Agriculture, and that change was made. 

Mr. President, so far as the bill goes, the provision of the 
bill as to policy leaves it discretionary with the Secretary, 
which does not, in my opinion, improve our situation at all. 
It leaves us in a ridiculous position, and it was my intention, 
and is now, to o:tier an amendment, when we come to con
sider the text of the bill, to strike from the text the pro
vision which commits us to parity payments and parity 
income. 

Having in mind that discretion is left with the Secretary 
of Agriculture with respect to policy, and keeping ill view 
the language in another portion of the bill which says that 
the money appropriated does not pay parity, it might be 
well then for us to provide that we shall pay all that is 
available pro rata. 

Mr. President, I think that is a fair statement of the 
situation. 

I desire to call attention to a matter that is before us 
now in connection with this bill on page 78, and I ask the 
opinion of the able Senators in charge of the bill. 

On page 78, lines 12, 13, 14, and 15, will be found the 
following language: 

There 1s hereby authorized to be appropriated, for each fiscal 
year-

First-
for the administration of this act-

Second-
and for the making of Soil Conservation Act payments and

Third-
parity payments-

As much as is necessary. Properly to interpret that, we 
must remember that we are carryjng $500,000,000 annually 
for soil conservation. If we do not change the words at this 
point in the bill, I think the $500,000,000 will be absorbed by 
cost of administration, parity payments., · and soil conserva
tion. I am distressed, because on page 86, wholly apart from 
this $500,000,000, I find the following authorization, in 
line 10: 

The Corporation shall have a capital stock of $100,000,000, sub
scribed by the United States of America, which sum 1s hereby 
authorized to be appropriated. 

Mr. President, that sum cannot be comprehended in the 
$500,000,000 which is set aside for soil-conservation, parity 
payments, and cost of administration. It is wholly an addi
tional sum .of $100,000,000. So, if the bill stands in the form 
that has been suggested by the sponsors, and we abide by the 
defeat of the Vandenberg amendment and the accomplish
ment of what is provided in the language that was agreed to 
by the Senate yesterday, we shall be carrying in the bill, ac
cording to my interpretation, $600,000,000. That does not 
pain me greatly; but, Mr. President, it does seem to be wholly 
contradictory to the wishes of the President when he said 
he did not want appropriated a S1im in excess of $500,000,000. 

I make this statement in a kindly spirit, and for the pur
pose of calling to the attention of the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. McGILL] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr . .PoPEl, 
who have the bill in charge, the fact that under their 
own language and under their own specifications in my 
opinion the bill carries $600,000,000 in its present form. 

I have no illusion as to the matter of the payment of parity. 
I do not think parity could be touched at this session of 
Congress, in view of the President's attitude. When the · 
Secretary of Agriculture carries out his policy of conservation, 
which becomes the established plan and treatment of crops, 
he is going to exhaust the same amount of money as hereto
fore. If we get any parity, it will be out of diminishing the 
sum which is provided for in one of the sections of the bill, 
which specifies that 55 percent of it may be used for that 
purpose. But, Mr. President, if my interpretation of the 
language of this amendment is correct, I think those in 
charge of the bill should give it further thought along that 
line. I suggest to them that when we reach the text, it be 
amended so that there shall not be language in it holding 
out to the farmers the impression that there will be a parity 
by the declaration of Congress, which I think is even more 
sacred than the language employed in the statutory portions 
of the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have heretofore stated my 
opposition to this bill, and the· longer it is debated and its 
oppressive and-1 was about to say-iniquitous features are 
revealed, the stronger becomes my opposition to it. I have 
stated, and I repeat. that I regard it as unconstitutional. It 
is an attempt to delegate authority to bureaus and to the 
Secretary of AgricUlture that may not be justified under our 
form of government. It contravenes to as great an extent the 
Constitution as did the A. A. A. ·Act, which was stricken down 
by the Supreme Court. In my opinion, this bill, with its in
firmities and glaring violations of the Constitution, ought not 
to receive the approval of the legislative branch of the Gov
ernment. 
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Mr. President, I believe that this bill, as well as the House 

bill, which is now in this body, should be referred to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, so that it may have an 
opportunity, during the recess and the early weeks of the 
regular session of Congress, to compare .the two measures, 
eliminate those features that are irreconcilable and improper, 
and those that are unconstitutional, and report a bill that 
will meet the needs of the situation and commend itself to the 
conscience and judgment of the Congress as well as to the 
people. 

I fear that my views in this respect may not prevail. There 
seems to be a determination upon the part of Senators-and 
I offer no criticism of their course-to force this bill through 
at the earliest possible moment, notwithstanding its many 
infirmities and unsound economic features. The chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. SmmJ has just indicated that due con
sideration was not given to this measure which its importance 
and magnitude required; that an effort was made to drive it 
to the floor for early passage; and it is apparent that there is 
an effort being made now upon the floor to drive it through 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, I cannot understand why there should be 
this great haste in the consideration of a measure which, as 
I read it, aside from the unconstitutional and complex fea
tures, will make a draft upon the Treasury of the United 
States of not $600,000,000, as just indicated by my friend 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY], but perhaps more 
than a billion dollars. 

It is certain that the bill carries a direct appropriation of 
$600,000,000 and an authorization for an indefinite amount 
to meet parity prices, whatever they may be-and they are 
as indefinite and uncertain as the floating clouds in the 
sky-in order to meet . the commitments involved in authori
zation fqr the total payment of the so-called parity prices. 
I have heard it stated upon the floor that the amount re
quired is $1,000,000,000. The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON] yesterday stated, if I understood him correctly, 
that cotton alone would be entitled to $1,000,000,000. I am 
not certain whether the sum of $1,000,000,000 was in addi
tion to the $500,000,000, but I understand from his observa
tions that $1,000,000,000 would be required to meet the parity 
demands of the bill for cotton alone. No figures have been 
given of the amount required to meet the parity payments of 
the other commodities for which quotas are provided in this 
bill. If $1,000,000,000 are required to meet the demands for 
parity for cotton alone, then it is certain that the amount 
required will greatly exceed the sum which the President in 
his message indicated should be appropriated by Congress, 
and in my opinion far exceeds the amount which Congress 
should appropriate or authorize to be appropriated in this 
bill. 

Mr. President, there have been intimations, if I have prop
erly interpreted some of the statements made during the 
debate, that an authorization is not an appropriation and 
does not bind Congress. Permit me to state that I am not 
in entire sympathy with that view. I do not believe that 
Congress should coolly and deliberately pass measures con
taining provisions authorizing appropriations without any 
expectation that appropriations will be made in harmony 
with the authorized provisions .. 

If I were a member. of the Committee on Appropriations 
I should feel a moral obligation to meet specific authoriza- · 
tions for appropriations. Certainly if -laws are enacted 
carrying authorizations for billions of dollars, or any sum 
whatever, those who are to be benefited by the appropria
tions, as well as all branches of the Government and the · 
people generally, would be justified in requesting that the 
amount authorized to be appropriated should be made. 

I have sometimes been surprised at the position taken 
when measures were under consideration authorizing appro
priations, at the attitude of Senators, as well as others; they 
have stated in substance that an authorization did not mean 
a.n appropriation and that the Committee on Appropriations 

would be under no obligation to include in appropriation bills 
the amounts so authorized. In other words, the position of 
some seems to have been that the authorization for an ap
propriation was not a requirement or a command, but an 
idle gesture or a futile declaration. 

But I do not believe, Mr. President, that that position is 
fair or just. It seems to me that it is not to the credit of 
Congress to pass measures carrying authorizations with the 
expectation that the Appropriatim:is Committee will not be 
bound by them and that the people who are expected to be 
the beneficiaries of the authorization will obtain no appro
priation. 

I have been somewhat surprised at the demands which 
have been made by the people for Federal appropriations, 
and I have been somewhat amazed at the alacrity with which 
Congress responds to such demands. I have before me some 
:figures, which may be meaningless to the Senate, but it seems 
to me they should challenge our attention. They relate to 
Federal receipts and appropriations, and show the increase 
in appropriations and expenditures during the past few years. 
In 1930 the receipts were $4,885,000,000 plus, and the expend
itures were $4,708,000,000, with a surplus of $185,000,000. 

Mr. President, the receipts are exactions taken from the 
pockets of the American people. During Mr. Wilson's ad
ministration, except during the war, the expenditures were 
less than $1,000,000,000 and were met from taxes collected. 
They covered all expenses of the Government. But now, with 
nearly 2,000,000 Federal employees upon the pay roll, we will 
be asked to appropriate nearly $2,000,000,000 to meet their 
salaries and compensation. And the organization which wm 
be created by this bill will increase the number of employees 
and, of course, the amount required to pay their salaries. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KING. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to ask the Senator from 

Utah if it is not a fact that the President in making his 
Tecommendations in connection with the farm bill fixed ·a 
limit of $500,000,000 and said that if the Congress insisted 
upon appropriating more than that we ought to raise the 
revenue to provide for the extra expenditure. Therefore, is 
it reasonable to assume that the President wants the 
$500,000,000 limitation left in the bill? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think that the Senator has 
properly interpreted the views of the President; but I shall 
read the latter's statement so that Senators may determine 
for themselves the accuracy of the statement made by the 
Senator from Maryland. 

The President says, "We must keep in mind the United 
States Treasury." I may pause to state that I fear we have 
not done so. It is certain we may not annually create enor
mous deficits, though heavy taxes are imposed, without lead
ing to an inflationary condition. Heavy taxes and stupen
dous appropriations, largely exceeding revenues, ultimately 
impair the credit of governments and lead to inflation, which 
is destructive of capital and sound economic policies. Both 
Russia and Germany resorted to inflation with disastrous 
results and · impoverishment of the people. Their destruc
tive policies should be a warning to us and, for that matter, 
to all governments. A sound financial policy must rest upon 
a balanced Budget; upon the proposition that expenditures 
must be met from revenues; and that deficits, long contin
ued, are the sure precursors of governmental disaster. 

Proceeding further, the President states: 
I have already expressed my view that 1f the new farm bill pro

vides for expenditure of funds beyond those· planned in the regu
lar Budget the means should be provided to yield the additional 
revenue. 

Of course, we may not include in this bill provisions for 
the raising of revenues, but we certainly should not insert · 
in the bill provisions which authorize enormous appropria
tions, for the payment of which no proVisions have been 
made, and to meet which there is no certainty that direct ap.. 
propriations will be made. I wonder if Senators who have 
·been docile, as some contend, and amenable to suggestions 
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of the President, will follow his wise counsel with respect to 
this measure. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator further 
yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield, but I have only 15 minutes. 
Mr. TYDINGS. In line with what the Senator has just 

said I am wondering if there is anybody on the floor who 
can 'say, with this limitation taken out, whether either the 
President or the Secretary of Agriculture is in favor of the 
bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President , I do not pretend to be a prophet, 
and I shall not interpret the views of the President other 
than as he himself interprets them; nor should I ever expect 
to interpret the varying views of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The President says: 
; We must keep in mind the Constitution of the United States. 

That 1s an admonition to Democrats, especially some of 
my southern Democratic friends. Pardon me when I say 
that I got my democracy from the South, and I tried to fol
low the Constitution of the United States as it was taught 
to me by eminent and distinguished Democratic leaders from 
the South. 

The President fUrther states: 
Although vital portions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act were 

set aside nearly 2 years ago by the Supreme Court, acts of Congress 
to improve labor relations and assure workers' security have since 
then been upheld. 

I think that is the only part of the message that addresses 
itself to this subject. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr .. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KING. Just one moment. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I do not want to take the Senator's time; 

but in the President's message he suggested, and he has 
suggested all along, and that has been his position in every 
public statement he has made, t:qat if the farm bill should 
carry any obligations beyond $500,000,000, Congress shoul~ 
raise the additional revenue necessary to meet it; and in this 
message he reiterates that suggestion. Is there anything in~ 
consistent between that suggestion in the President's mes
sage and the bill now under consideration? 

Mr. KING. I think so. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Does the Senator think that we here on 

the floor of the Senate, in an agricultural bill, could provide 
the necessary revenue or any contingent revenue by which 
any increase might be met out of the Treasury? Is not that 
a matter which must be taken up by the appropriate com
mittees of the House and the ·senate at the proper time? 

Mr. KING. The Senator is correct that legislation deal
ing with revenue must originate in the House of Representa
tives; but we are not under compulsion to pass a bill which 
will increase the burdens upon the taxpayers of the United 
states by perhaps a billion or a billion and a half dollars. 
No one knows the amount; nor are we justified in passing 
a bill which attempts to commit Congress and the Govern
ment to the duty or respollSl"bility of appropriating one or 
two billions of dollars for so-called farm relief. The House of 
Representatives is now working upon a revenue bill, and at 
the next session of Congress its measure will come before 
the Finance Committee of the Senate and before the Senate 
itself; and if then it is deemed wise, if then the President 
shall recommend not $500,000,000, as I understand he has 
recommended, but a billion or $2,000,000,000, Congress 
will have the opportunity to determine what additional taxes 
will be imposed upon the people. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President-
Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. vANDENBERG. The Senator did not intend to say 

that authorizations of appropriations had to originate in the 
House of Representatives, did he? 

Mr. KING. No. An authorization is not a revenue bill, 
but it may become a basis for appropriations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Utah on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. KING. I shall pretermit any further discussion now, 
but if opportunity affords will present additional figures 
dealing with revenues and expenditures. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if I correctly understood 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] a moment ago, he 
stated that he believed the appropriation clauses in this bill 
made available $600,000,000. It seems that there are many 
opinions as to the amount of appropriations authorized. I 
have a different view, and I w.ish to state my view of the 
amount that is authorized by the bill. 

Referring to page 78, to the text of the bill as introduced 
before the language affected by the committee amend
ment was stricken out, the bill provided $400,000,000 to 
remain available until expended, of which sum $250,000,000 
is to be made available from the amount appropriated pur
suant to section 15 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act. 

We have $500,000,000 authorized to be appropriated for 
the Soil Conservation Act. Take $250,000,000 of that and 
put it over here to be available to carry out the purposes 
of this measure. That leaves the difference between $250,-
000,000 and $400,000,000, or $150,000,000, which is an addi
tional authorization; so we will put $150,000,000 over here. 
That makes $400,000,000 available under this section. Add 
that to the $250,000,000 left in the authorization for the 
Soil Conservation Act, and we have $650,000,000. 

Then we have one section of the bill authorizing an 
appropriatioq of $100,000,000 to the capital stock of a cor
poration to make loans. As I read the bill, it makes avail
ablB $650,000,000 _plus that $100,000,000 available for the 
capital stock of the Corporation to engage in loans, or a 

' total of $750,000;000. 
When the vote was taken yesterday on the Vandenberg 

amendment I was unavoidably absent. Had I been present, 
I should have voted for the Vandenberg amendment. I think 
certainly it would be better to restore the language stricken 
out by the committee, so that there would be a ceiling of 
$750,000,000 in the bill, rather than to leave it open with the 
sky the limit for the authorization. 

Whenever the matter comes to the Appropriations Com
mittee it is true that the committee is not obligated to appro
priate the entire amount authorized; but all Members of the 
Senate who have served upon the Appropriations Committee 
know the force of the argument which is constantly made to 
the committee that the Congress intended that the amount 
authorized should be appropriated, else they would not have 
authorized it. If we fix no ceiling at all, and we have no limit 
except the amount necessary to make parity payments, then 
we must follow the suggestion of the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana and find out what parity is; for instance, 
whether parity is 15 or 16 cents on cotton. In order to find 
out the authorization we would have to go into the parity 
price on other crops. I cannot see that there is any limit at 
all to the appropriations to be made. 

Therefore I hope the Senate will not accept the committee 
amendment striking out this authorization, but, on the con
trary, will restore the language of the bill as introduced. 
When we restore it, as I read the bill, we shall then have an 
authorization for the appropriation of $750,000,000. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COPELAND in the chair). 

Does the Senator from South Carolina yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico? 

Mr. BYRNES. I do. 
Mr. HATCH. I merely wish to call the attention of the 

Senator from South Carolina to some other changes which it 
would be necessary to make in the bill. 

If the committee amendment should be rejected and the 
original text of the bill accepted, other changes in the original 
text would have to be made. I call that matter to the atten
tion of the Senator from South Carolina, and ask him to have 
1n mind the words "pursuant to adjustment contracts." 
Under the cotton section of the bill, as I recall, adjustment 
contracts were done away with as to cotton. We have no 
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adjustment contracts as to cotton, and we have no payments 
whatsoever for cotton. 

I merely call that matter to the attention of the Senator 
·from South Carolina. 

Mr. BYRNES. I think that is exactly correct; and if it 
should be the will of the Senate that some limit be placed 

, upon the authorization, I know the committee would perfect 
the language by striking out "adjustment contract~· and 
inserting the proper language. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, there are two 
rules which the Senate usually follows in preparing legisla
tion. One rule is, where a small amount is to be appropri
ated for a specific purpose that the authorization act fixes 
the amount; but on larger contracts and indeterminate con
tracts the amount is left vacant. 

For example, take the case of the law creating the Tennes
see Valley Authority. When that law was passed it was not 
known how much money would be necessary, so the law pro
vides that "sufficient funds are hereby authorized to carry 
out the provisions of this act." In practically all the larger 
developments that sort of language is used-sufficient funds 
are authorized. 

. In this particular case this is the way it occurs to me 
that the matter will be handled if the committee amendment 
shall be agreed to and the larger amount authorized. Then 
if the bill is passed and becomes law the Agricultural Depart
ment from year to year.will make up estimates of the amount 
of money necessary to carry out the provisions of the law. 
The Agricultural Department each year will send its esti
mate to the Budget Bureau. There a hearing will be held 
and the Budget Bureau will pass upon the request as sub
mitted by the Agricultural Department. After the Budget 
Bureau has passed upon the matter the whole proceeding 
goes to the President, and he must 0. K. or approve the esti
mate. Then it comes to ·the respective Houses of Congress, 
and the committees of the House and of the Senate will 
have a chance to consider the item in the light of the recom
~mendations made, first by the Agricultural Department, then 
by the Budget Bureau, and finally by the President. 

So I can see no harm in leaving the authorization in ac
cordance with the language of the committee amendment, 
and I shall so vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. JoHNSoN] to the amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. McNARY. Let it be stated, please. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the 

amendment will be stated. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 78, line 16, after the 

word "necessary", it is proposed to insert the following: 
To pay parity prices in accordance with schedule A on cotton, 

wheat, and corn in order to maintain both parity of prices paid to 
farmers for such commodities marketed by them for domestic con
sumption and export and parity of income for farmers marketing 
such commodities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado to 
the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The question now is on 

agreeing to the committee amendment. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I ask for the yeas and nays on the 

committee amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays are called 

for. Is the request seconded? [A pause.] The Chair is in 
doubt. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Then I shall have to suggest the 
absence of a quorum. I shall be very frank about the mat
ter. We shall simply save time if we may have a roll call 
l ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. LEE. On what question, Mr. President? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. On the committee amendment. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will please 

\state it. 

Mr. LEE. Where does that take us to in the bill; what 
page? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Page 78, beginning at 
line 17. 

The Chair is of the opinion that not a sufficient number 
of Senators have seconded the demand for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Davis Johnson, Colo. 
Andrews Dieterich King 
Ashurst Donahey La Follette 
Austin Du1Iy Lee 
Bailey Ellender Lodge 
Bankhead Frazier Lonergan 
Barkley George Lundeen 
Bilbo Gerry McAdoo 
Bone Gibson McCa.rran 
Borah GUlette McGUl 
Bridges Glass McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Graves McNary 
Brown, N.H. Green Maloney 
Bulkley Guffey Miller 
Bulow Hale Minton 
Burke Harrison Moore 
Byrd Hatch Murray 
Byrnes Hayden Neely 
Capper Herring Norris 
Caraway IDtchcock O'Mahoney 
Connally Holt Overton 
Copeland Johnson, Call!. Pepper 

Pope 
_Radcltlfe 
Reynolds 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Shlpstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Stelwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenbei'I 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators havinl 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. The question 
is on agreeing to the committee amendment on page 78. 

.Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I want to understand defi
nitely the question upon which we are about to vote. The 
first vote, I presume, would be upon the proposal to strike 
out, beginning in line 16, down to and including "1935", in 
line 24, and then a separate vote upon the question of 
whether we shall insert the provision beginning at line 24, 
page 78, and ending in line 4, on page 79. I understand 
there will be a separate vote on the two proposals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question· now before the 
Senate is on the committee amendment to strike out begin
ning in line 16 and ending in line 24 and to insert certain 
words. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the usual procedure would 
be to vote on the proposal to strike out and insert. How
ever, anyone will be entitled to a separate vote upon request 
and I understand that is the purpose of the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I should like to have a seP
arate vote. I should like to have an opportunity to vote on 
the amendment proposing to strike out and insert and an
other vote on the proposal to insert. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I think the Senator from 
Idaho, if I heard him accurately, is mistaken as to the part 
to be inserted. The part to be inserted is found in lines 15 
and 16 on page 78. 

Mr. BORAH. I understood that; but what I am anxious 
to know is whether we are to have a separate vote on that 
portion which it is proposed to insert, beginning on page 78, 
line 24, and ending on page 79, line 4. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is a di1ferent amendment. 
Mr. McNARY. That is a separate amendment. 
Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I under

stand the first vote is to be taken on the question of striking 
out and inserting. That would mean, if agreed to, that we 
would insert in the bill the words "under this act such sums 
as are necessary"? 

The PRESIDlliG OFFICER. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON of California. We are to have a vote upon 

each proposal? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the quorum call was 

precipitated because of my request for a record vote on the 
amendment. I respectfully submit that when the Senate is 
ciealing with a proposal to appropriate half a billion dollars 
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we are entitled to have a record vote. I renew my request 
for the yeas and nays on the committee amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 

pending question. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 78, beginning in line 16, it is 

proposed to strike out "pursuant to adjustment contracts 
under this title, the sum of $400,000,000 to remain available 
until expended, of which sum $250,000,000 shall be made 
available from the amount appropriated pursuant to section 
15 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended, and $50,000,000 shall be appropriated from the 
amount appropriated by section 32 of the act entitled 'An 
act to amend the AgricUltural Adjustment Act, and for other 
purposes', approved August 24, 1935" and in lieu thereof to 
insert "under this act such sums as are necessary", so as 
to make the sentence read: 

Beginning with the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1938, there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated, for each fiscal year for 
the administration of this act and for the making of Soil Con
servation Act payments and parity payments under this act such 
sums as are necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MINTON. The senior Senator from TIIinois [Mr. 

LEwlsJ is unavoidably detained. I am authorized to say that 
on this question he would vote "yea u if he were present. 

Mr. FRAZIER. My colleague the junior Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. NYEJ is absent from the Senate. If he 
were present, he would vote "yea." 

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce the unavoidable absence of 
the junior Senator from Tennessee rMr. BERRY] on official 
business. If he were present, he would vote "yea." 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator from Delaware [Mr. HuGHES] 
is detained from the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator 
from Missomi [Mr. CLARKJ, the Senator from Nevada. [Mr. 
PrrTMANl, and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. VAN NUYS] are 
unavoidably detained. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THoMAS] is detained in an 
important committee meeting. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] is detained in one 
of the Departments on matters pertaining to his State. 

Andrews 
Ashurst 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bllbo 
Bone 
Borah 
Brown, N.H. 
Bulow 
Caraway 
Connally 
Ellender 

Adams 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bridges 
Brown, Mich. 
Bulkley 
Burke 
Byrd 
Byrnes 
Capper 

YEAS---48 
Frazier 
Gillette 
Graves 
Green 
Guffey 
Harrison 
Batch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hitchcock 
Johnson. Colo. 
LaFollette 

Lee 
Logan 
Lundeen 
McAdoo 
McGill 
McKellar 
Miller 
Minton 
Murray 
Neely 
Norris 
Overton 

NAY&--38 
Copeland 
Davis 

· Dieterich 
Donahey 
DW!y 
George 
Gerry 
·Gibson 
Glass 
Hale 

Holt 
Johnson. caut. 
King 
Lodge 
Lonergan 
Maloney 
McCarran 
McNacy 
Moore 
O'Mahoney 

NOT VOTING-10 

Pope 
Reynolds 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Bhipstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Thomas, Okla. 
Truman 
Wheeler 

Radcliffe 
Btelwer 
Townsend 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh 
White 

Berry Hughes Pepper Thoiil&!, Utah 
Chavez Lewis Pittman Van Nuys 
Clark Nye 

So the amendment of the committee was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 

amendment passed over. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 78, line 24, after the numerals 

"1935", it is proposed to insert the following: 
There is hereby made available for parity payments with respect 

to cotton, wheat, and field com under this act for any year com· 
mencing on or after July 1, 1938, 55 percent of all sums appro--

priated for the purposes of sections 7 to 17 of the SoU Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, for such year. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment which I desire to offer to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to add at the end of the 
amendment the following proviso: 

Provided, That the proportion of such sums heretofore allocated 
for the purposes of said sections 7 to 17 of said act with respect 
to other crops shall not be diminished thereby. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. Let us have order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There must be order in the 

galleries. 
Mr. McNARY. The disorcter is not in the galleries. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, what will be the effect should 

we adopt the amendment of the Senator from Colorado and 
then adopt the amendment as amended? Would we still 
not be reducing the soil·conservation fund to about $225,-
000,000? What would be the effect upon the soil-conserva
tion fund? 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Colorado 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. It was so difficult to hear the amendment as 

it was stated that I did not fully understand it, but, as -I 
caught the language, the amendment provides that soil
conservation payments on other crops than corn, wheat, and 
cotton would not be affected. Would that be the effect of 
the Senator's amendment? 

-Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The object of the amend-
. ment and the effect would be to restrict the 55 percent ot 
soil-conservation money going to wheat, corn, and cotton 
from other crops. The object of the amendment is to clarify 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. President, last night it was stated in the debate by the 
senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] that under 
the committee amendment $275,000,000 would be taken from 
the soil-conservation fund of $500,000,000 and used for parity 
payments. The object of my amendment is to provide that 
no money shall be taken from other crops, that no money 
shall be taken away from New Hampshire or from Colorado 
or from Idaho and sent over into Texas for the cotton 
people; or into Iowa for the com folks; or into Kansas for 
the wheat people; but that that money shall be held under 
the soil-conservation program as it now exists for these 
other crops. That is the object of the amendment. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
Mr. POPE. I think it has been stated several times during 

the discussion of the bill that according to the calculation 
of the Department of Agriculture 55 percent is equivalent 
to what has been paid on wheat, cotta~ and corn under the 
soil-conservation program. If that is correct-and I have 
no doubt it is-the balance of 4.5 percent would be used for 
soil-conservation payments for all other crops. So that the 
Senator's amendment would not change the situation if I 
understand the amendment. I think the amendment ts 
unnecessarY, because under the soil-conservation program 45 
percent of the total appropriation is being used for all crops 
other than wheat, cotton, and com. The Department merely 
takes the soil-conservation fund, or the percentage of it 
which has heretofore been paid on com, wheat, and cotton, 
and uses it for making parity payments, because in the pro
gram soil conservation would be carried out as to cotton, 
wheat, and -com in the same way it is now being carried out. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, the statement 
made by the junior Senator from Idaho just now is the very 
reason ·for the amendment. He says that be believes that it 
would be correct to say that 55 percent of the soil-conser
vation money now goes for cotton, com, and wheat. He says 
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he "believes" it goes in that direction. He did not say it 
actually does go to that purpose. The object of my amend
ment is to make it definite. If it does go to those crops, 
what is the harm of the amendment? It merely clarifies 
the language and makes it impossible for the money to go 
to other crops. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I see no objection to the 
amendment, since I understand that it is to do the very 
thing the committee amendment is calculated to do. I have 
no objection to the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, assuming the amendment 
should be adopted, what would be the effect on the soil
conservation fund of the committee amendment as 
amended? It would take a very large portion of the soil
conservation fund and devote it to parity payments, would 
it not? 

Mr. POPE. Yes. 
Mr. BORAH. I understood my colleague to say that it 

would not change the amount that would go to com and 
wheat. 

Mr. POPE. Com, cotton, and wheat. 
Mr. BORAH. Would it go to the same people? 
Mr. POPE. To the same people exactly. The peopl~ who 

cooperate with the soil-conservation program would get it. 
Mr. AUSTIN. But if they do not cooperate, they will not 

get it. 
Mr. POPE. Exactly. Under the bill. those who sign con

tracts and would be entitled to parity payments are under 
the soil-conservation program, and as a part of their con
tract they agree to carry out the soil-conservation practices, 
diversion of acres, and all the rest; and if no more shall 
be appropriated in addition to the $500,000,000, they will 
get the same money for carrying out the purpose of this 
act and the Soil Conservation Act that they have been get
ting under the Soil Conservation Act. 

Mr. BORAH. Let us assume that those now getting the 
benefit of the Soil Conservation Act should conclude not to 
sign. Then they would be deprived of their soil-conservation 
fund. 

Mr. POPE. Then the payments would not be made on the 
commodity, but would be made for soil-conserving practices. 
They would still be entitled to payments under that part of 
the Soil Conservation Act dealing with soil-conserving prac
tices, but not the part with respect to diverting acreage. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, a few moments ago the 
Senate took action upon an amendment which, in my hum
ble judgment, was an injury to agriculture as well as to the 
country as a whole; namely, when it adopted an amendment 
which in effect does not specify any particular sum of money 
which may be required to service this program. 

I will start out by saying that an agricultural problem 
exists in our country. If we look at the price of agricultural 
products for the past 10 years, or the past 20 years, or the 
past 30 years, we find that the price the farmer gets for the 
crop he produces has changed very little in 10, 20, or 30 
years. We have dollar wheat today; we had dollar whe~t 
30 years ago; and so the situation might be illustrated by 
citing other products. On the other hand, everything the 
farmer has to buy in the way of fertilizer, or machinery, or 
harness, or almost any other commodity he requires to oper
ate his farm to live, has increased in price two or three times 
in the past 20 or 30 years. So I do not think any sensible 
person can deny that a farm problem exists, and that the 
farmer is entitled to some adjustment. 

The other day the President of the United States sent a 
message to the country and the Congress. In my judgment 
it was a very fine message, in the main conciliatory, ex
hibiting a desire to be helpful, most tolerant in its· construc
tion, and was evidently sent to the Congress because the 
President felt that it was necessary to give business that 
indefinite but important thing called confidence, so that the 
increasing unemployment in the country coUld be at least 
arrested, if not sent back in the other direction. 

The President likewise said that a drain of $500,000,000 on 
the Federal Treasury now for agrtculture was a heavy drain. 
but that he was perfectly willing to support a program of 
$500,000,000 for agricultural relief. The President likewise 
said that if the Congress thought the problem required more 
money than $500,000,000 the Congress should provide the 
additional funds, so as not to increase the constantly recur
ring and in some ways deepening deficit in the Federal 
Treasury. 

Everyone in the Senate Chamber realizes that in the next 
session in January measures will be fought for which will 
modify, and accordingly probably reduce, some of the taxes 
which are now being paid by the corporations of the country, 
in an effort to give them funds for expansion and to carry . 
them over periods of depression. Everyone realizes that in a 
time of depression we are all reluctant to levy additional 
taxes if they can possibly be a voided, and certainly it is not 
gcing to help the farmers of the country if those who buy 
the farmer's products have to pay an increasing amount out 
of their income and give it to the support of government. 

Therefore, I cannot help believe that it is unwise to let 
this bill go through and to have the Appropriations Commit
tee face the fact that as it is we can appropriate $500,000,000, 
$750,000,000, a billion dollars, $1,250,000,000, or $1,500,000,000 
for agriculture. First of all, we do not have cash funds to 
appropriate at all. In all likelihood the money, or a large 
part of the money we are going to appropriate, will have to 
be raised by loans. We shall have to borrow the money in 
order to get it. Faced with that fact at this time, when con
fidence is gone, when business does not know where it 
stands, when thousands are out of employment, and the 
future looks black, is it wise for the Congress to have no 
regard for the psychological effect of passing bills without 
any monetary limitation whatsoever on them? 

I wanted to say this before the vote was taken, but did 
not out of deference to the majority leader, who asked us 
all to cooperate in the interest of saving time. It was my 
hope that the Senate would take a different attitude than 
that which it has just taken. I did not want the oppor
tunity to go by without pointing out the fact that, in my 
judgment, nothing is calculated to injure the farmer more 
than to help create the psychology of fear and uncertainty 
with which business is now confronted and to create a 
situation where new taxes are inevitable. 

Tomorrow morning the people of the Nation will read 
their daily papers. They will find that Congress struck out 
a limitation which would fix the amount of money which 
could be appropriated under the proposed farm relief bill. 
They will find that there is no top or bottom to it. They 
will find that some say it may cost a billion dollars, some 
say it may cost only $500,000,000; others say it may 
cast $1,250,000,000. Coupled with that we have the expres
sion of the President that we ought not at this time to 
appropriate more than $500,000,000 for agricultural relief; 
and all of us, particularly on this side of the aisle-and, 
I think, those on the other side of the aisle as well-are 
pretty much in agreement that the President's message was 
calculated to be and was helpful to the business people of · 
the country. 

I think it is most unfortunate that we have disregarded 
that message and disregarded the unimpeachable wisdom of 
it, because it was sound in every respect that there should 
be a limitation on any appropriation that we pass. If the 
country is to believe that Congress has no regard for appro
priations when deficits of $1,000,000,000, $2,000,000,000, or 
$3,000,000,000 have been part of the Nation's economy for 
the past 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 years, and when now we are facing 
an era, the outcome of which none of us can predict, which 
is full of portents of disaster-if the country is to believe 
that we have no regard to the limitation on an appropria
tion-our action with respect to this bill is not going to 
help the business of the country; and if it is not going to· 
help the business of the country, it is inevitably going to 
hurt the farmer. 
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I want to appeal to my friends who have constantly stood 

~ by the President in his recommendatio~I have not done 
so in some cases; sometimes I have-! want to appeal to 
them now and say that nothing is more important, in my 

, judgment, tban the statement of the President that we ought 
not to appropriate more than $50Q.OOO,OOO unless we are pre
pared to levy new taxes to take care of any amount over 
$500~000,000. I am going to ask them not to desert the 
President now in his recommendation, particularly when 
business all over the Nation is in such a precarious condition. 
It seems to me that that is the way of good sense; that is 
the way we shall eventually get out of this depression; and 
it would be doing an lnjustice to the leader in the White 
House to leave him with a bill with no top or bottom on it, 
which may cost twice as much as the amount he recom
mended, 

I think psychologically it is bad. l think it is going to 
hurt the farmer to pass legislation in this way. 1 think it 
is going to instill more fear in business. when business wants 
confidence, and wants to know where it .stands, and wants 
to know what the Federal Government proposes to do. It 
seems to me the time has come when we ought to adclress 
ourselves to putting some business into the conduct of fiscal 
affairs by the Government. 

I am very sorry that the amendment to the committee 
amendment was not adopted, and J: feel that the action taken 
by the Senate in agreeing to the committee amendment has 
presented a problem to me as to whether or not I shall be 
justified in supporting the bill. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, it is very gratifying, of 
course, to find the Senator from Maryland so enthusiasti
cally supporting the President on this occasion. I extend to 
him the right hand of fellowship. I am glad he has climbed 
in the boat, and I hope he will ride in the boat even when 
the farmers are not involved. 

Mr. President, I cannot see any reason for the alarm mani
fested by the Senator from Maryland, who is a member of 
the Appropriations Committee. I also happen to be a mem
ber of that committee. The Senator from Maryland well 
knows that the Appropriations Committee does not feel 
any moral obligation or legal obligation to follow in all in
stances, and to the full limit, authorizations made by the 
Congress. I remember the time .in the last session when 
the distinguished Senator from New York I.Mr. CoPELAND], 
now presiding, was interested in certain appropriations for 
the Air Service, when, instead of making them immediate. 
some contractual arrangement was made which left the 
appropriations to be completed by subsequent legislation if 
Congress saw fit to do so. 

I myself in the last session was interested in an authoriza
tion increasing the funds for the E.xtension Service. Con
gress passed the authorization. The Senate Appropriations 
Committee-and I think the Senator from Maryland took 
part in the proceedings-declined to grant the appropria
tion for the full amount that Congress bad just authorized 
to be appropriated, and the full amount was not appropriated. 

What the Senate did today it did yesterday, Mr. Presi
dent. There has been no alarm about it today. We do not 
find today any great, screaming headlines because of the 
action taken yesterday. Yesterday we voted on the Van
denberg amendment, which proposed a limitation of $500,-
000,000 as the total amount to be available. There was really 
taken yesterday, by vote of the Senate, the same action that 
just now was taken again, to the apparent consternation 
and dismay of the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. President, I am in aceord with the Senator's views on 
the subject of increasing appropriations at this time. I 
have frequently stated since this debate started that I did 
not advocate at this time an increase in the appropri~tions 
for carrying out this program. 

On the other hand, Mr. President, I have felt, and I have 
indicated, that as time passed, and as possibly the condition 
of the farmers grew worse in comparison with the condition 
of the industrial organized laborers, Congress might feel it 
incumbent upon it to increase the appropriations made for 

the benefit. of the suffering farmers, even if it became neces
sary-and doubtless it will t?ecome necessary-to levy addi
tional taxes for that purpose . . If, under the constantly 
changing conditions of agriculture, it is desired later in this 
session, or at some subsequent session. to levy additional 
taxes for the benefit of the farmers, why should it be neces
sary to pass two bills, separate and distinct, one authorizing 
the additional appropriatio~ the other making the appro
priation? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COPELAND in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Alabama. yield to the Senator from 
Texas? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. If the views of certain Senators are cor

rect, that the Senate is obligated either morally or legaJJ.y 
to appropriate the full amount of authorizations, why should 
we ever have any appropriations? Why not simply author
ize the amount, and automatically that would be the amount 
fixed? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That would be the result of it. 
Mr. CONNALLY. That is contrary to all our practice. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. 
Mr. CONNALLY. The action criticized does, as a. matter 

of fact, provide a double check. We authorize the amount. 
and simply make it then in order for the Appropriations 
Committee to appropriate it or not, as it sees fit. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. We leave it to the Budget Director, to 
the Appropriations Committee, and to ·the man in the White 
House. 

Mr. CONNALLY. If the authorization were the final 
word, and that much money had to be used for the purpose, 
there would be no sense in going over the matter again 
through the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I absolutely agree with the Senator: 
but it has been stated here by the authors of the bill, by 
members of the committee who have sponsored the bill, and 
by friends of the bill from time to time, almost from the 
time the debate upon the bill was opened upon the floor of 
the Senate, that there is no present purpose to obligate 
Congress or obligate the administration to increase the 
amount now made available under the bill. We have all 
understood that the President is extremely anxious to bal
ance the Budget. Personally. I am in full accord with his 
views. I wanted him to take that position sooner than he 
did. I stood here last year and voted on the relief bill for 
the Byrnes 40-percent requirement, in the hope that many 
sponsors of projects would not put up the 40 percent, and 
therefore the Government's expenses would be reduced. I 
voted for the Robinson 35-percent requirement. I was pre
pared to vote to reduce the billion and a half of general 
relief appropriations. So it is no new position with me. I 
am glad we are heading toward a serious, genuine, earnest 
effort to balance the Budget of our country. 

.Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala

bama yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. The Senator was discussing the attitude of 

the members of the Agricultural Committee with regard to 
the appropriation authorized or desired by those advocating 
this bill. I know what the Senator's views are, and I know 
what the views of the committee were; but in order that 
the Appropriations Committee may have full knowledge of 
the view entertained by the Agricultural Committee, I a.sk 
the Senator from Alabama what sum the members of the 
Agricultural Committee had in mind would be provided for 
carrying out this bill in the event no additional taxes were 
authorized. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Does the Senator mean including the 
Soil Conservation Act? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. The Agricultural Committee had in 

mind-and I think it was unanimous in regard to the mat
ter, so far as I know, although some members would have 
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liked to appropriate more money-that under existing· con
ditions the Appropriations Committee would be requested to 
appropriate only the sum of $500,000,000 heretofore author
ized under the Soil Conservation Act, plus the $100,000,000 
for a· revolving fund under the loan program, which is not 
intended as an appropriation to be expended, but merely as 
a capital asset to back and be a basis for loans from the 
banks and otherwise in making loans upon agricultural com
modities. We did not intend to increase by one dime, by 
virtue of this general authorization, the amount now appro. 
priated for carrying out this bill and the Soil Conservation 
Act. -

Mr. HATCH. Yes; and if the Senator will yield further, 
I merely wish to add my own testimony to that given by the 
Senator from Alabama and say to the Appropriations Com
mittee that there is no desire whatever on the part of the 
Agricultural Committee to shirk any responsibility. We are 
perfectly willing for the Appropriations Committee to know 
that the limits which the Senator from Alabama has just 
stated are the limits which the Agricultural Committee had 
in mind at the time the amendment was written into the 
bill; but we did not want to be frozen to that particular sum 
in the event Congress should afterward otherwise authorize 
additional appropriations. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. . 
Mr. RUSSELL. As a member of the Appropriations Com-

mittee and charged with the responsibility of handling the 
agricultural bill, I anticipate that when the bill providing 
appropriations for carrying out the terms of this bill reaches 
the floor of the Senate next April or May doubtless amend
ments will be offered to the bill which will provide appro
priations considerably in excess of those indicated by the 
Senator from New Mexico and the Senator from Alabama. 

I sincerely hope that when those amendments are pre
sented on the floor of the Senate the members of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry will be as zealous in pro
tecting the estimates which are submitted as they have 
shown themselves to be here today. 

As evidence of my confidence in their good faith, I have 
voted with the members of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry to leave this bill without limitation as to the 
amount that may be appropriated. It is possible that from 
some source additional funds will be made available, and I 
did not think it wise to put" in the bill· a limitation which 
would prevent those sums being appropriated without an 
amendment to the basic law. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, the Senator from Geor
gia who has just made that statement is, as most of us 
know, chairman of the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations having charge of the bill for the Agricultural 
Department. As a member of the Committee on. Agriculture 
and Forestry, I shall be glad in the Committee . on Appro
priations to take the same position that I have taken here 
and help hold this appropriation within the limits indicated, 
the main reason for that position being because we know 
that without additional taxes having been levied and having 
been made a certainty the President will not approve either 
this bill or an additional appropriation for carrying ·out this 
bill. Therefore no true friend of agriculture, if he believes 
the statements of the President upon that subject-and I do 
believe them 100 percent-wants to take the risk of having 
this bill vetoed or having any appropriation bill vetoed by 
reason of having additional appropriations not supported by 
additional taxes. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I desire to make note of the 
fact that the Senators who seem most concerned about addi
tional appropriations are those who are not for this bill and 
who do not want to see it passed in any form. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala

bama yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 

. Mr. McNARY. I think the Senator's statement is a logical 
one in view of the candid remark the Senator made on the 

floor in the discussion with the Senator from Oregon last 
week, when the Senator from Alabama said he did not expect 
parity payments to be made to cotton producers this year. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. At this time. 
Mr. McNARY. Yes; at this time. So I assumed from what 

the Senator said-and I am in accord with his candid and 
fair statement-that he would advocate a limitation of 
$500,000,000, part of which only this bill carries. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. On this year's appropriation. 
Mr. McNARY. On this year's appropriation. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Unless additional taxes in the mean

time have been levied. 
Mr. McNARY. Then I ask this question: That, then, would 

exclude all parity payments for any of the commodities men
tioned in the bill for this year, would it not? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not know what the Senator means 
when he says "parity payments." If he means payments on 
parity, the bill does not exclude theni. I think the Senator 
ought to make that distinction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Alabama has expired. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I move to strike out the 
last sentence in the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is that in accordance with 
our rules? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I think so. I am offering an amend
ment to the pending amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, let us see just where we 
stand on this rule. 

Since I have been a Member of the Senate, a ·pro forma 
amendment-a practice which prevails in the House-:-has 
not been recognized as an amendment upon which a Senator 
might speak. 

Yesterday the Chair ruled that the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. CoNNALLY] was in order in moving to strike out certain 
words of an amendment, while announcing that it violated 
the spirit of the unanimous-consent agreement to limit de.:. 
bate on amendments. 

A committee amendment, it seems to me, is an amendment 
in the first degree. An amendment to that is an amendment 
in the second degree~ Another amendment is an amend~ 
ment in the third degree. If we are to adopt the pro forma 
rule in the Senate, we might as well understand that unani
mous-consent agreements ·to limit debate are of no value 
whatever; and the occupant of the chair on yesterday so 
announced. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, · in order to save time, I 
will speak on the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I simply want to save embarrassment 
in the future, because, if the Senate is to have any stated 
palicy with respect to limitation of ·debate, it certainly would 
not be effective if any Senator could move to strike out the 
last word or any number of words in a pending amendment 
which was offered in the second degree, and we should never 
get anywhere in the limitation of debate. 

I call attention to the matter simply in order that we may 
not get up a blind alley on that question. 

Mr. TYDINGS. For the time being, I withdraw ·my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COPELAND in the chair). 
The present occupant of the chair takes exactly the same 
view as that expressed by the Senator from Kentucky; but 
the Senator from Maryland is recognized to speak on the 
bill. -

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I do not desire to prolong 
the discussion. I feel that I should like to say that I have 
been much reassured by the remarks of the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD], namely, that as the matter now 
stands be and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], who 
is likewise on the Agricultural Committee, would not feel 
inclined to increase the appropriation for carrying out this 
bill beyond ·the $500,000,000 point. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I wish to correct the state
ment that I am a member of the Agricultural Cominittee. I 
have not that honor. 
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Mr. TYDINGS. I beg the Senator's pardon. i 
Mr. RUSSELL. I serve on the subcommittee of the Appro

priations Committee which handle:; the Agricultural Depart.. 
ment appropriation bill. . r 

Mr. TYDINGS. It seems. however, that we have taken a: 
rather optimistic view of the new taxes we are going to raise, . 
and the balancing of the Budget. r 

I doubt very much if it will be possible to balance the 
Budget now, even if we cut down appropriations. The num
ber of unemployed is growing. I hope it will not continue 
to grow. I hope the unemployed will soon find positions 
again; but the naked truth is that unemployment today is 
increasing, and not decreasing. The naked truth is that 
business is not in a position, so it says, to go ahead; and the 
further truth is that the Government is going to have a 
deficit of at least a billion dollars at the end of this fiscal 
year. Whether we spend only $500,000,000 or less to carry 
out this bill, if we did not spend a cent of this money we 
should still be faced with a deficit of at least a billion dollars 
for this fiscal year. 

Referring to the new taxes which we are going to raise 
with such ease, I can see Senators fighting for the opportu
nity to levY these new taxes on the people when the time 
comes to vote. I can see the. taxes being levied on those in 
the lower brackets of the income tax. I can see every Sena
tor here fighting with all the power at his command to in
crease the taxes on the lower brackets. I can see them 
voting extra taxes on commodities,_ until the time comes to 
vote new taxes upon the people; and then I think Senators 
will :find that they will be singing a different tune. Then I 
think Senators will hear that the people are not inclined 
to accept new taxes without at least a vigorous protest. So, 
since we have a billion-dollar deficit staring us in the fa~ 
I should like to see a limitation of $500,000,000 put on this 
bill. -

As I said in the beginning, I do not deny that there is a 
farm problem. The prices of farm products today are .about 
what they were 20 or 30 years ago. The prices of everything 
the farmer has to buY are three or four times as much as they . 
then were. There is a farm problem, and I am not criticiz
ing ihe men who have attempted to ~lve it. The solution 
may not be what I should like, but it is the best that can be 
gotten. What I have risen to say is that with the country 
in the shape that it is in, there is no excuse for leaving to 
conjecture the question whether the amount to be expended 
annually under this bill . will be $500,000,000 or a billion 
dollars. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does . the Senator from 

Maryland yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. -
Mr. BORAH. We have a provision now in the bill for 

$500,000,000 for the purpose of soil conservation. 
Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. BORAH. If we should .limit the amount tQ $500,000,-

000 what would be the use of pa-SSing the bill? 
Mr. TYDINGS. The bill itself provides for taking 55 per

cent of the soil--conservation money and using it in one way, 
and 45 percent and using it in another way. 

Mr. BORAH. Even though the farmer would have $500,-
000,000, all he could get under the bill would be soil-con
servation payments. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. BORAH. 'Tilat is an he would get if he complied with 

the provisions of this bill and of the Soil Conservation Act, 
but we would have no regulation, and that would be an. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true. I do not want to inject 
my views into other States, but for my part I believe the 
farmers of my own state of Maryland would be perfectly 
well satisfied to proceed another year under the Soil Con
servation Act. I think. however, in the Southenl states 
there is a peculiar condition with the tremendous surplus of 
cotton, and that the southern farmer is entitled to be figured 

lmtQ the expenditure of the $500.000,000, so he can be re-

neved so far as possible without serious additional injury to 
the farmers who raise other crops. 

J But that is not the point. The point is that Senators gay. 
they will not favor a larger appropriation than $500,000,000 ' 
unless there are new taxes. We will need all the new ·taxes 
we can get to take care of the deficit of $1,000,000,000, and :r 
think everyone is in favor of new taxes until the time comes 
to vote for them. I do not believe we are going to help the 
progress of the country very much by raising the taxes of 
the people and correspondingly cutting down their ability , 
tobey. . 
; Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?_· 
l Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator from Alabama. 
, Mr. BANKHEAD. I have stated that I do not favor any 
new taxes at this time. 
1 Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator has also stated that he does 
not favor more than $500,000,000 unless there shall be new 
revenue, so I take it the position of the Senator is that he 
is opposed to new taxes in the aggregate now, and therefore 
he is in favor of a $500,000,000 'limitation, because if we in
crease the limitation we have got to increase taxes. The 
two things are inseparable, at least if we follow the leader
ship of the President. 
· Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator Yield? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I am glad to Yield to the Senator from 
Virginia. 
1 Mr. BYRD. With reference to the Senator's statement in 
regard to a deficit, I invite attention to the fact that on' 
December 11 the deficit for this fiscal year was $740,000,000, 
and we have more than 6 months yet to go to the end -of 
the fiscal year. 

I further invite attention to the fact that the fiscal state
ment issued by the Treasury shows that up to this time in 
the present fiscal year we have spent $300,000,000 more than 
we spent in the corresponding period of the last fisc_al year. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator from Virginia for 
his accurate contribution to the colloqey. I selected the 
figure of $1,000,000,000, believing it to be ultraconservative. 
In my judgment the deficit will be in excess of $1,000,000,000. 
The point is that we will need new taxes some time. Perhaps 
this year, perhaps next year, perhaps 5 years from now, we 
are going to have to have new taxes if we are going to spend 
so much money, because there must be a limit to the time 
when we can go on with the expenditure of $1,000,000,000 
or $2,000,000,000 a year which is not provided for and which 
we are borrowing in order to spend. 

The President very appropriately called attention to the 
fact that he is desirous, without too much hardship, of mak
ing expenditures and income meet. He has asked us to co
operate with him. He further sent a subsequent message 
here in which he said in effect, "If you gentlemen insist on 
expending more than $500,000,000 on the agricultural pro-
gram you will have to raise the extra money to do it." Now, 
no one is raising or proposing to raise the extra money to 
do it, and, Mr. President, you can take my word for it, no 
one is going to propose to raise the extra money to do it. 
There is going to be no increase in taxes of any consequence 
by this Congress, and every Senator knows it. ~ 

Who will venture to propose a new tax bill? I do not 
mean there may not be some adjustment of present taxes 
with a slight increase in revenue, but no billion dollars o:e 
new taxes are coming into the Federal Treasury and every-
one knows it. ·' 

I should like to see the Senator who would come here ana 
say, "I ani the author of a bill to put a billion dollars oj) 
new taxes on the country." · No one in the Capitol woul~ 
take the responsibility for a tax bill that would put a billion 
dollars of new taxes on the people of the country. There-' 
fore, I say, as we are spending money which we have not 
got, if our deficit is going to be in excess of a billion dollars 
a year-and it is, and heaven knows what emergency ap.. 
propriations we may need in the way of relief, because we 
cannot see ahead for the nat 2 or 3 months-if all of 
that is true, and it· is true and cannot be denied, then what 
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right have we to pass a bill without limitation in it at a 
time when business is staggering, when Unemployment is 
increasing, when deficit after deficit is being written on the 
financial books of the country year after year? What right 
have. we, if we really want to contribute to the stability 
of America and the foundation under America in the end~ 
to enact laws which at least psychologically, if not actually, 
are only going to undermine further the confidence of every
one as to where we are going and how we are going to get 
there? 

I have no doubt the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK
HEAD], who worked hard in the preparation of the farm bill 
and who at the same time is a member of the Appropria
tions Conlmittee, will make good every statement he has 
uttered on the floor of the Senate. We will find his sup
port in that committee. However, mark my words, the drive 
will come, if we pass this bill-and it will come from the 
South where the cotton farmer has all sorts of difficulties 
and where the paid lobbyists will stir it uP-to increase 
that $500,000,000 to $600,000,000 or $750,000,000 or $1,000-
000,000 without any new taxes. When the drive comes I 
shall be surprised if many of those who today feel they 
would not vote for anything but the $500,000,000 appropria
tion will find that on second thought, even without new 
taxes, they are going to have to make it $750,000,000 or $800,-
000,000 or $1,000,000,000. 

Now is the time to lock that door, and certainly with our 
Federal :finances in the shape in which they are now is the 
time to let the country know that our program will cost 
$500,000,000. Then we can tell, as members of the Appro
priations Committee, what we shall have to appropriate in 
order to carry out the program. 

Mr. President, I do not want to delay further the passage of 
the bill, and I am going to yield the floor with this assertion: 

First. There will be a deficit of at least $1,000,000,000 this 
year. With a $500,000,000 farm bill it will be in excess of 
that. 
. Second. I suggest that no new tax bill raising any sub

stantial amount of new revenue will be forthcoming. 
Third. Leaving the amount indefinite on the assumption 

that we may have to appropriate $1,000,000,000 eventually is 
only catering to the downward trend of economic and in
dustrial and business life all over the country. 

Fourth. Mark my word that when the time comes to write 
that appropriation into the agricultural appropriation bill we 
will find a powerful lobby and a powerful spearhead here who 
will say that $500,000,000 is not enough; and Senators who 
now think they can dispose of this matter so easily in De
cember 1937 are going to wish, in April or May or June of 
1938, that the limitation had been placed in the bill, and it 
will be a miracle if the final appropriation bill goes through 
with only a $500,000,000 appropriation. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD obtained the floor. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 

I should like to suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Min-

nesota yield for that purpose? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 
Mr. FRAZIER. I suggest the absence of a quroum. . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerh: called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Byrnes Graves Lonergan 
Andrews Capper Green Lundeen 
Ashurst ' Caraway Guffey - McAdoo 
Austin Chavez Hale McCarran 
Bailey Connally Harrison McGlll 
Bankhead Copelap.d Hatch McKellar 
Barkley Davis Hayden McNary 
Bilbo Dieterich Herring Maloney 
Bone Donahey IDtchcock Miller 
Borah Duffy Holt Minton 
Bridges Ellender Johnson, call!. Moore 
Brown, Mich. Frazier Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Brown, N.H. George King Neely 
Bulkley Gerry La Follette Norris 
Bulow Gibson Lee O'Mahoney 
Burke Glllette Lodge Overton 
Byrd Glass Logan Peppel' 

Pittman Schwellenbach Thomas, Okla. 
Pope Sheppard · Thomas, Utah 
Radcliffe Shipstead. Townsend 
Reynolds Smathers Truman 
Russell Smith Tydings 
Schwartz Steiwer Vandenberg 

VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I wish to take a little 
time to discuss the bill now before the Senate. First, I com
pliment the authors of the bill for the zeal they have shown 
both in the committee and on the :floor of the Senate. They 
have been very earnest and patient during the consideration 
of the bill. 

There are some particular features of the bill which I 
should like to mention. In the statement of policy the aims 
of the bill are enumerated and defined. For 5 years we have 
been trying to change the policies which brought on the de
pression. For 5 years we have been attempting to bring 
about a more balanced national economy. It was generally 
conceded a few years ago that the depression was brought on 
by an unbalanced national economy. It was generally con
ceded that, among other things, the most important cause of 
the depression was that during the 10 preceding years the 
income of the Nation had been gradually drifting away from 
labor and agriculture to industry and finance. 

We had the report of the Department of Commerce when 
Mr. Hoover was in charge as Secretary of Commerce to the 
effect that even so far back as from 1920 to 1927 there had 
been such a change of income from labor and agriculture to 
industry and finance that finance and industry had had an 
increase of income during those years of 70 percent at the 
expense of agriculture, and that agriculture had lost 40 per
cent of its aggregate income as it existed before that period, 
and there was a loss of 30 percent in the aggregate income of 
labor compared with the income labor had enjoyed in the 
preceding period. 

We have been trying to adjust that maldistribution of 
income. Since 1932 we have been attempting to change the 
policies. In fact, we began before 1932. Some efforts were 
made in 1931. In 1932, during the Hoover administration 
we passed a bill creating the Reconstruction Finance Cor~ 
poration. We appropriated $500,000,000 for relief, and the 
policy back of that legislation has been continued until this 
day. So far as balancing the National Budget or the budget 
of the individual is concerned, we are in very much the same 
boat we were in 1932. There has been some improvement 
it is true, but in the future we shall have to pay for that ir{ 
taxes. 

When the Congress passed the Soil Conservation Act at the 
last session, in my opinion, it passed the most constructive 
piece of agricultural legislation we have considered since I 
came to the Senate some years ago. Five hundred million 
dollars was authorized to carry out the purposes of that act. 
I think that is about as well spent an appropriation as Con
gress ever provided for. We are going to spend that not only 
for the purpose of assisting the farmer, which is incidental. 
but. the great benefit will be that we are building up a 
natwnal asset through the preservation of soil. 

;rn the report of the National Resources Board 2 years 
ago the statement was made that in the United States there 
has been soil depletion, through erosion and constant use 
which has destroyed a hundred million acres which cannot 
be reclaimed-an area equal to that of the States of Illinois 
Ohio, West Virginia, and Maryland. According to the re~ 
port, another 100,000,000 acres are going, and another. 
125,000,000 are threatened . . In my opinion, the expenditure 
of this $500,000,000 should be · confined exclusively to soU 
conservation. 

Now, I wish to say a word about the provisions of the 
pending bill. There is one feature in the bill which I have 
never seen in any other agricultural bill. There is a pro
vision for parity prices, and we have had such provisions 
before. We have now come to the realization that parity 
prices will not accomplish the purpose we are seeking to 
accomplish by raising the income of the farmer back to the 
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relative income he received during the base period, 1909 to 
1914. We have been experimenting with this matter, and 
at last we have learned that parity prices will not bring 
the farmer the income which will put him on the relative 
parity he enjoyed during the base period. So, in the state
ment of policy in the pending bill, we have added another 
provision, a provision which calls for parity of inco~e. We 
have now come to the point where we know that we can 
have parity of prices without having parity of income. 

In substantiation of this, I wish to quote what the Secre
tary of Agriculture said on that subject in his report of 
1937. He stated: 

Another principle in adjustment policy, often overlooked, should 
be kept in view. Agricultural programs must be judged by their 
effect on income-farm income and national income. This is not 
synonymous with their effect on prices. Income may be sacrificed 
through overemphasis on prices. Individual farmers know well 
that the reward for their season's work depends not only on the 
unit prices they recelve for their commodities but on how many 
units of production they sell. This is true for agriculture as a 
whole and for its different branches. There is no point whatever 
1n lifting prices above the purchasing power of the consumer. 
IDgh prices sometimes may mean low sales. It is imperative to 
strike the golden mean, and to balance price against volume in 
such a way as to get the largest net return COilBistent with good 
farming practice. 

Mr. President, what has been the purpose of farm legisla
tion containing provision for parity prices and processing 
taxe3, which we have enacted in the last few years, if it was 
not to give the farmer an income commensurate with what it 
is considered he wa,s entitled to out of the national income? 
The purpose, which the pending bill is hoped to furnish the 
machinery to accomplish, is that the farmer may receive the 
share of the national income he received during the base 
peri::>d, which was 15% percent of the national income. 

The question is, Can we accomplish the purpose under the 
pending bill, and will we accomplish it under the bill? Will 
parity payments accomplish it? In addition to that, will the 
$500,000,000 paid for soil conservation accomplish it? 

If the pending bill will not accomplish the purpose, and it 
will not, where are we to get the funds with which to raise 
the farmer's share of the national income to which in the 
pending bill we say he is entitled? Will we take it out of 
taxes? Are we willing to pay the cost, or are we willing to 
take the blame and cost of disaster if we do not give the 
farmer the status to which he is entitled? 

In my opinion, the failure of the Congress in past years 
to give the farmer parity of purchasing power and that share 
of the national income to which he is entitled has cost the 
American people and the taxpayers very much more than it 
would have cost the taxpayers and the general population of 
the country if we had given the farmer that to which he 
was entitled. 

It would have been much cheaper to put the farmer on a 
parity with the industrial and the nonagricultural popula
tion than it has cost to make a pauper out of the farmer. 

If we want to live, we must pay the price. If we want to 
give the farmer something which is admitted to be a little 
bit better than nothing, we shall continue those policies 
which have brought the country to the condition in which 
it is today. The expenditures of public money for relief, the 
expenditures of public money to help business, is something 
that can be done of a temporary character or a temporary 
nature, but as a permanent program it can lead only to one 
end. Some day it must be paid for. 

I know it is popular to ask for large appropriations and to 
be against all taxes. The tragedy is that the poor people 
seem to think they do not hav-e to pay taxes. The North
western National Life Insurance Co. has made a survey of 
what the average man pays in taxes in the ordinary things 
he buys to maintain life, and it is found that about 15 cents 
out of every dollar goes to pay indirect taxes. 

As I understand the purpose of the bill, it is to control 
production, to provide a normal granary, and to prevent 
surpluses. And so to control prices through the control of 
production and control of the surpluses as to be able to 
get a parity price for those agricultural products that are 
mentioned in the bill, and now limited. as I understand, to. 

com, wheat, and cotton. There are to be no benefit pay
ments for any other crop. I may be wrong, and Senators 
may disagree with me-and I have never found any fault 
with any man who disagrees with me--but it seems to me 
that here is a problem in this bill, along with other prob
lems, which bothers me. 

Assuming that this bill will accomplish what it is hoped 
it will accomplish so far as concerns control of prices, main
taining parity prices, and controlling production. In the 
first place, I do not find any fault with those aims, but I 
call attention to what we shall probably have to face in that 
regard, in that, as the Secretary of Agriculture says-and I 
quote him indirectly-we shall meet purchaser resistance. 

Another thing is that if the machinery provided in the 
bill shall so operate that we have no surplus-that we have 
a normal granary but we have no surplus-how will it affect 
the trade reciproeity which we promised to use to trade 
products out of the country to foreign countries? If we have 
no surplus we shall have nothing to trade because we will 
have nothing to sell. If we have a surplus, which we are 
trying to prevent when priees rise above parity, that SID'
plus will have to be sold. Where are we going to sel:l it? 
We cannot sell it at parity price abroad because we cannot 
sell in a cheap market. We will have to sell at the price of 
the world market. If we sell at the price of the world mar
ket will we be charged with dumping on the world market? 
That is a problem which I think we ought to take into 
consideration. 

I have been reading the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and I 
have also searched in other places for information con
cerning this subject. I have received from the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics, from the Department of Agricul- · 
ture, from the Brookings Institution, and from the Depart- , 
ment of Commerce statistics bearing upon this problem. , 
These statistics are quite voluminous, and statistics and : 
figures in large numbers are always bothersome and a .bore. ; 
So I asked Dr. Stein, of the Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics of the Department of Agriculture, if he could have . 
someone make for me a graph or a chart which would show 1 

more clearly the problem that we were trying to solve-the 1 

farm problem-so we can have it before us, in order that 
we may be able to understand the problem more clearly. 

I know the chart was of great help to me, and I hope that 
some of my colleagues will look at this chart to see from 
where we come, where we have been, and where we hope to 
go as a result of the provisions contained in this bill. 

Mr. President, the base period on which we have been 
basing our farm legislation since 1932 has been taken, in 
order to give to the farmer his share of the national income, 
to give him parity according to this base period, which was 
a period in the Nation's history sine~ 1900, when the farmer 
wa,s more on a parity than at any other time. During that 
period the farmer had 15 ~ percent of the national income, 
and if we carry out the purposes of this bill and succeed-if 
this bill will accomplish the purposes for which it is being 
considered-then we mnst restore, and it will restore to the 
farmer 15~ percent of the national income, whatever that 
income may be. 

The black line on the chart refers exclusively to the per
.centage figures which I indicate. It has n·othing whatever to 
do with the portion of the chart I now indicate. The years 
are shown on the chart. . The :figures to which I now call at
tention represent the national income we have had during 
the variou.S years. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SIDPSTEAD. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. It occurs to me that the figures in the 

left-hand column represent billions of dollars. In 1909 and 
in 1912 the national income was around $57,000,000,000. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. No, Mr. President. Is that according 
to the chart? 

Mr. McNARY. I am simply trying to interpret the chart. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. No; the farm income in 1909 was 

$28,000,000,000. 
Mr. McNARY. I am speaking of 1909. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes; 1909. 
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Mr. McNARY. The chart starts with 1909. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes. That would be right; $28,000,-

000,000. 
Mr. McNARY. Then I was trying to work out what the 

crooked line represented. It looks like a streak of lightning. 
What does that represent? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. This line has nothing to do with any
thing on the chart except the figures on the right-hand side 
.which indicate the percentage of the national income which 
the farmer has received. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. As I understand the chart the "total" 

column opposite each year represents the total national in
come of all kinds received for all purposes during that year. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That is correct . . 
Mr. OMAHONEY. T.he black spot represents the amount 

that the farmer received. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That 1s correct. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. And the jagged line to which the Sen

ator from Oregon refers represents the rise and fall of the 
percentage of the black part of the column to the "total" 
column. · 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That is correct. Th.e irregular line 
referred to refers specifically to the percentage of national 
income received by the farmer. 

As will be seen, during the base period we had a very 
fine balance. At least it has so been recognized. Then came 
the days of "happy insanity," when agricultural income rose 
somewhat during the war years, and the industrial income 
and the nonagricultural income rose in greater proportion 
.to such an extent that we entered upon the period when 
Secretary of Commerce Hoover's report said that during this 
period, 1920-27, industry had an income of 70 percent and 
agriculture had a loss of 40 percent of the national income. 

Here is the year 1920. The agricultural income fell to 
about 12 percent of the national income fram ·1919. Then 
it gradually began dropping, until in 1932 the farmer re-:
ceived 5 percent of the national income. 

Mr. President, if we are going to do what this bill proposes 
and what we have been talking about for 5 years, it seems to 
me that we must take this graph or get the percentages up 
to where· the farmer has his relative share of the national 
income. The question is, How far from where we are now 
shall we have to go, and how much is it going to cost? 

In 1936, including benefit payments, the farmer received 
approximately 9 percent of the national income, which is 
six points less than he 1s entitled to under this bill and 
six points less than he had during the base period So 
it will be seen that we have a long way to go; and if 
we want to travel that way and achieve that aim, we must 
pay the price. As I asked be!ore, are we willing to pay it, 
or are we going to take a chance of paying the cost of not 
restoring the farmer to the even balance and to his relative 
position, that we have decided anct talked about for many 
years, that we must restore him to if we are· going to have 
a balanced economy in the Nation? 

There are some. things about this bill that bother me. I 
·assume that it will pass the Senate and go to conference, 
and it is stated that the conferees will rewrite the bill. 

If that is the case-which I think is a very reasonable 
proposition-there are certain things which I want the con
ferees to bear in mind if we are going to carry out the 
program which we state in -this bill to be the policy of the 
Congress. If we do not intend to do that at whatever cost, 
let us not try to fool the farmers, and say, "We give you 
something· that will give you parity." 

I am firmly convinced that parity prices will not give the 
farmer parity income, nor will benefit payments under the 
Soil Conservation Act give him parity income. The question 
is, How far can we go? We have had parity prices, you 
know, in the .Past few years. I have these figures from the 
Bureau Of Agricultural Economics: . 

The price of· corn was above parity from September 1936 
to September 1937. 

The price of cotton never reached parity. 
LXXXII~'l: 

The price of hogs ill the fall of 1935 reached parity, though 
not for a long period, but remainded closed to parity through 
1936, and exceeded partty through the period down to 
October 1937. 

Beef-cattle prices almost reached parity in 1935, re
mained fairly close to the parity level through 1935, de
clined to some extent in 1936, and again reached parity in 
1937. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Minnesota yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I do. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have observed that on numerous 

occasions during the course of his remarks the Senator has 
referred to the income of the farmer as such in a very 
understandable way, and I have been following his discussion 
with a great deal of interest. Now he is reading from some 
figures from the Bureau of Agricultw'al Economics tending 
to show the prices which have been received by certain kinds 
of farmers for their products. 

The bill before us deals with a limited number of com
modities. Is the Senator of the opinion that by the method 
of dealing with surpluses outlined in the bill, the method 
outlined in the bill for increasing the price to specific 
farmers, we can increase the price to an farmers? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I think it is claimed that the bill will • 
do that. Personally I cannot see it. I must confess that I 
cannot see that it will. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I come from a State in which the pro
duction of livestock, statistics concerning which the Senator 
is about to quote, is a very important industry. The people 
of my State are just as much interested iri encouraging the 
farmer as are the people of any other State; but this bill does 
not deal, directly at least, with those who are interested in 
that particular commodity, and there are a score of other 
commodities which will not be touched by the bill. There
fore, unless it is demonstrated that by providing parity for 
:the growers of cotton, wheat, com, tobacco, and rice we .are 
indirectly to provide parity also for other farmers, the · bill 
cannot in justice be called a bill for farmers. It is merely 
a bill for some farmers. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I thank the Senator. I do not care to 
discuss that phase of the matter at the present moment, but 
I have given it a great deal of thought, and I must say that I 
have had that theory in my mind. I know that the feed of 
the dairy farmer will be more expensive. I do not know what 
he is going to do to have a differential increase to offset it; 

·and the same thing is true of the poultry farmer. Ther& is 
something in what the Senator says. The trouble is, there are 
usually two sides to every question, and that is something 
which bothers me very much in this case. There is nothing in 
this bill for the dairy farmer. .. 

Tobacco reached parity in the 1936--37 marketing season. ' 
T.he prices of most types of tobacco were above or quite 

close to parity in the 1935-36 marketing season. 
The price of lambs and wool was above parity through 1937 

to date. The price of wool reached parity in the late months 
of 1934 and the early months of 1935, then declined, but 
advanced above parity in 1936. 

So, you see, with the exception of cotton and some com
modities not mentioned in the bill, we have had at various 
times during the past few years parity prices without giving 
the farmer parity income. 

To show how far we have gone, in the one year of 1909 the 
farmer had 16.8 percent of the national income. 

In 1936, including benefit payments, the farmer had 9 
percent of the national income. That is 6% points below 
what, for 5 years, we have said we must raise the farmer to. 
Then the question is, Are we going to make provision to 
carry the matter through to that poiilt? I am convinced 
that parity prices will not do it because they have not done 
it in the past. 
· I have here the figures of the prices which the farmer got 
under the processing tax and under benefit payments. 

In 1933, including benefit payments, the farmer got 
f3,023,000,000. 
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. In 1934 the farmer got $3,816,000,000. This is income 
-available for living. There are ·three different ways in which 
some of these statistics are figured-either income available 
for living, or income produced, or income per individual on 
the farm, from whatever source. I have taken the figures 
available for living. 

In 1934, as I say, the farmer got $3,816,000,000. 
In 1935 he got $4,92B,ooo,ooo. 
In 1936 he got $5,725,000,000. 

· These amounts include benefit payments. 
The farmer got benefit payments of $400,000,000 in 1936; · 

but with all of the processing taxes and crop control and 
-benefit· payments, in 1933 he had 6.2 percent of the ·national 
income; in 1934 he had 6.4 percent of the national income; 
in 1935 he had 8.1 percent of the national income; and in 
1936 he had 8.5 percent of the national income available for 
living. 

In 1936 the American farmer, including benefit payments, 
had only 45 percent of the share of the national income that 
he had in 1909. In 1936, after all these benefit payments, 
processing taxes, acreage reduction, and crop· control, with
out compulsion, even without compulsory regulation. on many 
of these articles, he had parity payments without having 
parity income. 

The cost has been mentioned here. How much will this 
cost? How much will it cost to raise the farmer's income 
from 8.5 percent of the national income to the 15.5 percent 
which he had during the base period? I do not know where 
Congress is going to get the money unless by taxes. The 
President said, and I think rightly said, that the appropria
tion of $500,000,000 was authorized, and if anything else 
was appropriated for agriculture, taxes must be levied. We 
shall either have to take the necessary amount out of taxes, 
or we shall have to provide some other method, some change 
of policy. 

I have not the figures for 1937 because they are merely an 
estimate. Of course these figures are all estimates by these 
experts. They may be more or lesS wrong, but they are all 
that we have. 

In 1936 the farmer had $5,725,000,000, including benefit 
payments. To give him the share to which the bill says he 
is entitled, and to which we have said he is entitled. and 
which we have based all our farm legislation on during tha 

·past 5 years-to give him the extra 7 points to which he is 
entitled, he will have all that he had in 1936, including bene
fit payments, and ·then he will have to have $2,750,000,000 
more, if he is to be restored to the position in the national 
ec.,nomy :which he enjoyed during the base period which 
we have been talking about for the past 5 years. 

It is said that it will cost too much. How much has it 
cost us to take the farmer away from that position? How 
much is it going to cost us to leave him in that position? 
It is said that this is price fixing, that this is control of 
production. Admit that it iS; that iS the national policy 
today in industry, in finance, in every activity of life. There 
is price fixing in every industry, either by law or by economic 
power. 

We passed a bill under which a Government commission 
fixes the price of coal. We passed a bill under which the 
manufacturer may dictate to the retailer the price at which 
the retailer shall sell the manufacturer's product. The 

·Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] will bear me out in 
the statement that 2 years ago we had the steel and cement 
manufacturers before our committee to find out why the 
price of their products was uniform and why they raised 
prices when the Government started to spend money to give 
labor employment and to help business. There was one 
man who could tell us all about it, after all the others said 
they did not know why all prices were uniform on all con
tracts, both for steel and for cement. They said they fol
lowed the market; but there was one man who was man 
enough to tell us. He was the head of the biggest steel 

·industry in the United States, the United States Steel Cor
poration, Mr. Irvin. When he was asked if he could explain 

the uniformity of prices, he said, "That · is ·easy. I fix the 
price, and the rest follow me." Steel men and cement men 
have told me what would happen to them if they did not 
follow, through economic pressure; and they are operating 
under a policy of scarcity. They either get their price or 
they shut off production. It is very easy for them to shut 
·off production, because they can cut expenses by turning 
·their men out in the streets and keeping their plants closed 
until the public is willing to pay the price they ask. The 
farmer cannot do that. He has to feed his horses whether 
he produces or not. He cannot turn out his horses into the 
bare street, as the industrialists tum their laboring men 
·out into the street. Of course, in connection with this policy 
·of scarcity, we have high prices, and then we meet sales 
resistance, and the consumer has to pay more for less of a 
product and go broke. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. My recollection of the facts with refer

ence to the pressure is that steel showed an so-percent re
duction in production, and only about 6 or 8 percent--6 
percent, I think-reduction in the price of the product, 
whereas agricultural income showed a decrease in price of 
about 80 percent, ·and something 1.ik.e 6 percent drop in the 
production in the United States. So that practically all 
during the depression the price of steel remained about 6 
percent lower than it was, while the production dropped 80 
percent, and just the reverse was the case with reference' 
to the farmer's products. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does the Senator have reference to 
the beginning of the depression? 

Mr. WHEELER. This was over a period of several years, 
as I recall. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The years of the depression? 
Mr. WHEELER. Yes. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That is correct. The production went 

down to 12 percent, and when the Governments-Federal, 
state, county, and municipal-started to buy steel and 
cement the price was immediately raised. It was handled 
in such a ws.y that some of the prices of steel to the smaller 
manufacturers and dealers were raised as high as 800 per
cent. When one of the chief producers of steel was asked 
why they raised the prices, he said they had not made any 
money for so long that it was time they made some. They 
continued raising prices until they met with sales resistance., 
and we now have another drop in production and increase 
of unemployment. 

It has to do with the policy of . scarcity. It seems to me 
it is a vicious circle. If we now have the courage to restore 
the farmer to that economic position to which we have all 
said he is entitled and where we must place him if we are 
going to have a balanced economy and save our economic 
life we must pay the price but there is no sign that Congress 
will. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. ¥!'.President, will the Senato~ yield? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I understood the Senator to say that 

he perceives a vicious circle because industry is so organized 
that it can fix the prices of industrial products, the prod
ucts which the farmer must buy; thafindustry is so organ
ized that it can keep up prices and reduce its production. 
The answer to that is twofold: First, Government price
fixing upon the one hand, and, second, control of agricul
tural production on the other hand. Does the Senator be
lieve that would put an end to the vicious circle? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. No; I do not think so. This bill with
out sufficient funds to give parity income to the farmer Will 
continue the vicious circle. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wonder if I may take sufficient of 
the Senator's time to su.ggest--

Mr. SBIPSTEAD. I do not know how much time I have 
left. May I ask, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has 2 minutes 
left.. 
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Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I beg the Senator's pardon for not 

Yielding further. * 

I have taken the time of the Senate, but I know Senators 
will believe me when I say I have not entered into the dis
cussion from the standpoint of political partisanship. I 
have not done that today or any other time. I have tried to 
discuss the issues along the road whence we have come and 
to where we have to go, in order that we may come to the 
place where we say we want to go. The quemon is, Are we 
willing to pay the price? Are we willing to pay the fare? 
Or are we going to experiment with shots in the arm or 
primings of the pump? In the olden days we used to have 
considerable experience at times in observing the effect of 
hypodermic injections. While for the moment they make 
the people feel very healthy and optimistic, it is only a short 
time until the people have to have another one and in a 
larger dose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has 
expired. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. May I take a few minutes on the 
amendment? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I be permitted, out of the 
15 minutes to which I am entitled on the amendment, to 
ask the Senator a question so he may answer it? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I hope the Senator will do that. 
Mr. KING. I ask the Senator in my time, and I hope he 

can answer, whether the philosophy of the Senator would 
not compel the conclusion that we must regiment everybody 
and everything, and does it not lead to complete totali .. 
tarianism? 

Mr. SIITPSTEAD. The whole country, except the farmer, 
is regimented. I do not like it, but if it is to be the national 
policy to regiment everyone and anyone, and if the farmer 
wants to be regulated, he is just as wrong as any of the rest 
of them. Under our national policy, I may say to the Sen .. 
ator from Utah, we have traveled the wrong road since the 
days of the happy insanity which started us on this path. 
The farmer loses his income because those who have much 
have been, and still are, permitted by law to take it away 
from him. 

Mr. President, I ask permission to include in the RECORD 
as a part of my remarks a table of statistics issued by the 
Bureau of Economics, Department of Agriculture. 

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

National income available for living, 1909-37 1 

Year 

1909 _________________ _ 
1910 ________________ _ 
1911 ________________ _ 
1912 __________ _ 
1913 ______________________ _ 
1914_ _____________ _ 
1915 _______________ _ 
1916 __ ___________________ _ 
1917 __________________ _ 
1918 _________________ _ 
1919 _________________ _ 
1920 _____________________ _ 
1921_ ____________________ _ 

1922----------------------1923 ________________________ _ 
1924.. _____________________ _ 
1925 ___________________ _ 
1926 ____________________ _ 
1927 ____________________ _ 
1928 ________________________ _ 

1929-----------------------1930 ______________________ _ 

1931-------------------------
1932 ____ ---------- ------------
1933------------------------1934.. ______________________ _ 
1935 ___________________ . __ _ 
1936 _______________________ _ 

Total 

$25,787,000 
27,«6, 000 
27,790,000 
29,660,000 
31,349,000 
31, 140,000 
32,403,000 
38,091,000 
46,290,000 
54,080,000 
58,966,000 
62,945, ()J() 
52,790,000 
56,063, ()()() 
64,474,000 
66,916,000 
71,129,000 
73,298,000 
74,338,000 
75,815,000 
77,866,000 
71,472,000 
69,843,000 
46,775,000 
44,209,000 
50,347,000 
54,749,000 
62,513,000 

1 Not including benefit payments. 

Farm 

$4,345,000 
4, 640,000 
.. 229,000 
.. 595,000 
4, 573,000 
4, 552,000 
4,808, 000 
5,838, 000 
8. 903,000 

10, f.01, 000 
11,598,000 
8, 074,000 
4, 327,000 
5,437, 000 
6, 551,000 
6, 780,000 
7, 151,000 
6, 558,000 
6, 702,000 
6, 633, ooc 
6, 722,000 
4, 722,000 
3,007,000 
1, 857,000 
2, 745,000 
a, 221,000 
4,430, 000 
6,325,000 

Percent-
Nonfarm age farm 

is of total 

$21. 442, 000 16. 8 
22, 806, 000 16. 9 
23, 561. 000 15. 2 
25, 064, 000 15. 5 
26, 776, 000 14. 6 
26, 588, 000 14. 6 
27,595,000 14.8 
32, 253, 000 15. 3 
37,387,000 19.2 
43, 579, 000 19. 4 
47,368,000 19.7 
54, 871, 000 12. 8 
48, 463, ouo 8. 2 
50,626,000 9. 7 
57,923,000 10. 2 
60, 136, ()()() 10. 1 
63, 978, 000 10. 1 
66, 740, 000 8. 9 
67,636,000 9. 0 
69, 182, 000 8. 7 
71.144,000 8. 6 
66, 7 50, 000 6. 6 
56, 835, 000 5. 0 
44, 918, ()()() 4. 0 
41, 464, ()()(} 6. 2 
47,126, 000 6. 4 
50, 319, 000 8. 1 
57,188,000 8. 5 

Including benefit payments in recent years the farm income fi.jmres would be: 
1933, 3,023; 193!, 3,a16; 1935, 4,92S; 1936, 5, 725; 1937, 6,000 (in million dollars). 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I did not have the pleasure of 
listening to the entire address of the able Senator from 

Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD J. I understood, however, from 
the limited part of his address that I heard, that he con .. 
tends that to carry out the idea of .parity would cost about 
$2,000,000,000 or $3,000,000,000 in addition to the $500,000,000 
carried in the farm bill, and he contends that in order to 
attain that parity we will be compelled to pay the price. Of 
course, "the price" means the imposition of $2,000,000,000 
more of taxes upon the American people. 

From the views expressed by the Senator I was led to 
believe that his position would lead to the policies now fol
lowed in Germany and particularly Italy; policies which sub .. 
ject the people to governmental control, fix wages and hours 
and limit production, and also fix the prices of all commod .. 
ities. The philosophy governing authoritarian States is 
finding support in this as well as in other countries. 

This philosophy is the antithesis of democracy; it is hate .. 
ful to every man who loves liberty; and if it is to be imposed 
upon the American people it will inevitably result in revolu
tionary outbursts, if the American people have the spirit 
and courage possessed by our forefathers. There are some 
who are beginning to doubt whether that spirit is pervasive 
in all parts of our country. There are many who apparently 
desire to be controlled, to be regimented, to have some Fed
eral department or agency or bureau control them, and de .. 
termine what they shall do and what they shall think and 
speak. 

If all business enterprises and agricultural activities are to 
be controlled by Federal authority, then it will be urged that 
labor should be controlled, wages fixed, and the entire eco .. 
nomic and industrial life regimented by governmental au
thority. We should carefully weigh the plans and measures 
submitted for consideration and legislative enactment. We 
should reject every measure and oppose every policy that is 
hostile to democratic institutions, to the liberty and freedom 
of the citizen, the integrity of the State, and the Constitution 
of the United States, which stands as a bulwark for the pro .. 
tection of all citizens. 

Mr. President, earlier in the day I attempted to speak for 
a few minutes on some of the costs of government and had 
not concluded my remarks when my time on the then pend .. 
ing amendment expired. I called attention to the fact that 
approximately 2,000,000 men are upon the Government pay 
roll at a cost to the Government of $2,000,000,000. I am 
concerned because, as a member of the Finance Committee 
I have to try to determine whence the taxes are coming: 
We will be compelled at the coming session of Congress, not .. 
withstanding the recession, notwithstanding the reduced in .. 
come of the American people, to increase their taxes because 
of the enormous appropriations which we are called upon to 
make. But-and I do not want to be critical-senators rise 
and advocate increased appropriations with no limitation 
upon the appropriations which we are to make. 

Mr. President, I think the time has come for us to indulge 
in a little economy. Apparently the President, and I hope I 
am not misinterpreting him, has indicated that there must 
be a reduction in Federal expenses. He has indicated with 
respect to this bill that $500,000,000 will be the limit to which 
we should go. Yet the address of my friend the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEADJ, one of the thinkers of the 
Senate, indicates that he believes, notwithstanding the dif
ficulties that will be encountered, the bill really contem
plates a total cost of $2,000,000,000. The address of my 
friend from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] indicated yesterday 
that we must appropriate $1,000,000,000 to raise the cotton 
farmers to parity. 

I was calling attention a little while ago to the appropria
tions and the receipts during a number of years. I had 
reached the year 1931. The receipts then from taxes were 
$3,846,000,000 and the expenditures were $4,748,000,000, a 
deficit of $1,147,919,455. 

In 1932 the receipts were $2,593,897,000, the expenditures 
were $5,744,491,000 and the deficit was $3,065,256,000. 

In 1933 the receipts were $2,667,000,000, in round numbers, 
and the expenditures $5,725,000,000, a deficit of more than 
$3,000,000,000. 
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In 1934 the receipts were $3,702,000,000, the expenditures 

$7,685,000,000, and the deficit nearly $4,000,000,000. 
In 1935 the receipts were $4,451,000,000, the expenditures 

were $8,000,000,000 plus, and the deficit was $3,575,000,000. 
In 1936 the receipts were $4,781,000,000, the expenditures 

were $9,547,000,000 and the deficit was $4,733,000,000. 
In 1937 we had $6,000,000,000 of income-we increased the 

taxes more than $1,000,000,000-and our expenditures were 
$8,836,000,000, with a deficit of $2,815,000,000. 

The estimated receipts for the present fiscal year are 
$7,293,000,000, but we are falling far below the estimated 
receipts. In my opinion they will not reach $7,000,000,000. 
Our expenditures will be, in my opinion, considerably more 
than $8,000,000,000, so we will have a deficit of more than 
$2,000,000,000. Yet on top of that we are now asked to aP
propriate, if we carry out the philosophy of the pending 
farm bill, at least $1,000,000,000 in addition to the $500,000,-
000, and if we adopt the philosophy of my friend the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEADJ it would be an 
additional $1,000,000,000. 

So we are now embarking upon a policy of restricting pro
duction; of course, to be followed by increased taxes in order 
to pay for that reduced production. I do not understand how 
we can expect a prosperous country, how we can lift the 
country out of the depression by reducing production. The 
President of the United States has indicated that one-third 
of the American people are ill-housed, ill-fed, and ill-clothe~ 
and yet we are to reduce production and thus add to the 
number who Jack food and clothing. The bill revives the 
indefensible policy of reducing production and of price fixing. 
It calls for the resurrection of that policy where we plowed 
under one-third of the cotton and one-third of other agricul
tural products, and where we threw into the rivers thousands 
of cattle and pigs though there were American people by the 
thousands and hundreds of thousands who lacked food and 
clothing. 

If that is the kind of leadership we are to follow, if that iS 
the kind of philosophy that is to be adopted then I submit 
the Government our fathers gave us is being changed. We 
would be abandoning democracy and those fine qualities 
which have manifested themselves in the lives of the Ameri
can people, under which we have lifted our country to the 
heights where this Republic is the richest and most powerful 
and progressive country in the world. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RussELL in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. KING. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BARKLEY. What method would the Senator suggest 

to get the surpluses the farmers produce, in the way of 
food or clothing or any other of the necessaries of life, to 
those who need them? Suppose we produce them and con .. 
tinue to produce them; how are we to get them translated 
into food and clothing for the benefit of those who do not 
have those articles? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, we had no difficulty in trans
porting the produce in the seventies, the eighties, the nine
ties, and in subsequent years to those who were in need. 
We had no difficulty in clothing and in feeding the Ameri
can people. It is true that in some sections there may have 
been at times deficiencies in the income of the people, but 
the policy now advocated means reducing production, and 
when production is reduced, in view of the fact that one
third of the people now, according to the views of the 
President, do not have sufficient food and clothing, obviously 
it will be made more difficult for that one-third to get food 
and clothing. Food and clothing will be made scarcer, and 
when they are scarcer, they are dearer. 

I have only 2 or 3 minutes remaining and can but im
perfectly reply to the Senator. However, if we will adopt a 
wise and sound policy-remove the hand of the Federal 
Government from industry and labor, where it is needlessly 
and improperly and illegally imposed, there will be immedi
ate increase in production, sufficient to meet the one-third 

deficiency of which the President spoke; the people will be 
fed and clothed, wages will be increased, and the entire 
economy of the country strengthened and improved. This 
condition will-to use the Senator's expression-translate 
the increased productions into the satisfaction of the needs 
and wants of the American people; prosperity will return 
and those now suffering from adverse conditions will have 
their positions reversed. 

Better times will come to our country if we will relieve the 
people of some of the taxes which are imposed, if we will say 
to the American people, particularly to the business people 
of the United States, those who employ millions of our citi
zens, "We intend to give you a square deal We intend that 
the Federal Government shall not adopt socialistic policies, 
or the policies of a totalitarian state. We are going to main
tain democratic principles and a democratic form of govern
ment. We are going to say to the Americ~ people, those 
upon the farms and those in the factories, and wherever 
they are found, that they may go forward increasing pro
duction and expanding all forms of business." With a 
policy of that kind and a message of that kind we will find 
that factories which are now closed and factories which are 
employing a limited number, far less than they should em
ploy, will expand their business, increase their productiotl, 
increase the number of employees, and add to the wealth and 
resources of our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Utah on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, it is a matter of great 
regret to me that the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SH:IP
STEAD 1 was compelled to abandon his discussion of the bill 
before he had completed an analysis of it. I am sure I speak 
the mind of every Member of this body when I say that the 
Senator from Minnesota is regarded as one of the most 
studious and objective Members of this body. I would like 
to have him given the opportunity, in my time if necessary, 
to pursue his discussion. 

I wanted to ask the Senator what alternative he would 
suggest for the measure which is before the Senate at this 
time. But before propounding that question to him I wish 
to point out from his chart on the wall a rather interesting 
situation as, it seems to me, it has been developed by his 
discussion. 

The Senator shows by this chart that the farm income 
began to rise about 1914 or 1915 in proportion to the na
tional income of the country, so that in 1916 the farm income 
was, according to the chart, 15 percent of the total. In 1917 
it was much greater, in 1918 much greater, and in 1919 and 
1920 it was greater, and not until 1920 did it begin really to 
drop to a serious leveL In other words, it is obvious from 
this chart that the farm income was at its greatest height 
at the time when we had markets abroad by reason of the 
war. Following the conclusion of the war and the resmnP
tion of agricultural production abro~ the farm income in 
proportion to the total income began to drop, until in 1921 
it had reached a point which, according to this chart, is 
practically the same where it is now. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The drop shown on the chart was not 

due to resumption of production in Europe. Europe was ex
hausted by the war, and it took Europe 10 years to come 
back to the resumption of production. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If I may say so to the Senator, ac
cording to the chart, the farm income in 1919 represented 
almost 18 percent of the total income. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That is correct. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. According to the chart, in 1920 the 

farm income was approximately 13 percent of the total 
The fall took place immediately after the war. Perhaps 
the resumption of production abroad had not been com
pleted at that time; but we were not supplying the armies 
of Europe to the extent that we had been. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. In the year 1920, indicated by the 
Senator on the chart, we exported the greatest amount of 
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agricultural exports we ever sent abroad in the Nation's 
history. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The drop was not due to the fact that 

there was so much production in Europe. The production 
was here~ and continued here, and we continued exporting. 
The Senator comes from a cattle country, and he remembers 
bow the loans on cattle were called. I remember the Sena
tor from South Dakota, Senator Norbeck, told me that the 
loans were called, and ranchers had to take their cattle into 
town in such quantities they died in the streets for lack of 
transportation. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes; the policy of deflation was 
adopted in 1920. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I do not want to mention the name of 
a man who is dead, but he was a very powerful man in finance 
at the time, and he told a friend of mine the reason for the 
deflation and the reason for the calling of the loans. It was 
a bankers' deflation, and it was because Europe had no food; 
that is, they had not come to a normal production of food; 
they owed a great deal of money; they could not produce 
enough wealth to buY food at prevailing prices in the United 
States and have something left with which to pay interest. 
So, he said, we had to reduce prices to Europe so that we 
could feed the European people and have them save some
thing so that we could get some interest. So we had to order 
this deflation, he said, and he stated that we had to take it 
out of somebody, and he said the question was, "Who can 
we take it out of with less harm than out of the farmers, 
because they can always keep something to eat, and they will 
not starve?" 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Whatever may have been the cause of 
it, the argument is exactly the same. It may be that the 
same amount of farm commodities was going abroad as be
fore; it may be that the prices of those commodities were so 
reduced by reason of the policy of deflation to which the Sen
ator has referred, but the point to which I am trying to call 
attention is that the American farmer had a large and satis
factory market for a time. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Oh, yes. He always had a foreign 
market until 1930. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That large and satisfactory market 
was cut off. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes. It progressed gradually until the 
last blow came in 1930. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. And when it was cut off, the farmers' 
prices began to fall. Then, during the period from 1921 
through 1924 and 1925, the proportion of the farm income 
began to go up again, and it leveled off. That was the 
period during which we thought we were enjoying pros
perity in this country. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes; and we were making foreign 
loans then. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Exactly. We were trying to maintain 
a market, even though at a low figure, but the foreign mar
ket was gradually being cut off because we had not been 
shipping as much abroad as before. Then, when the in
dustrial recession began to set in, which finally terminated 
in the depression of 1932, the decline on this chart is clearly 
shown from 1928 and 1929 to 1932--

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. The farmer lost his market at home. 
The question I wish to ask the Senator is whether or not 

it does not seem to him that the answer to the problem is 
not another "shot in the arm," to use the phrase which he 
aptly employed a moment ago, but a thoroughgoing, well
rounded program to stimulate consumption in the United 
States; in other words, to give the farmer the home market 
once more for his capacity to produce. 

·I ask the Senator whether in his opinion a measure which 
undertakes by curtailing production to maintain prices on a. 
llmited number of commodities is likely, in the circum
stances, to provide the market which this chart so clearly 
shows the farmer must have for all product& if his price is 

to improve and if his share of the national Income is to be 
restored. . 

The Senator was good enough to indicate to me a moment 
ago that he would suggest what his alternative is. 

Mr. SHIPSrEAD. Mr. President, I think it is true of a. 
nation, as it is true of an individual, that if a nation is sick 
we should try to find out what policies have been pursued 
which made the nation sick. If a man is sick, a doctor tries 
to find out what he has done to make him sick. Sometimes 
it is difficult to make a diagnosis, as the Senator from New 
York [Mr. CoPELAND], who has done me the honor to listen 
to my remarks, knows. 

It seems to me that the policy we pursued brought on 
the depression and took from the farmer his share of the 
national income, and we are still pursuing it. . 

Mr. President, I think the high tariff had a great deal to do 
with it. Behind that we had monopolistic practices, price 
fixing by the monopolies, and I think that was about as potent 
a factor in driving the farmer to the wall and into poverty 
and bankruptcy as anything. Of course, other factors entered 
into the situation. We had a raise in freight rates in 1920. 
Now, in order to do something for the railroads, it is proposed 
that we shall give them a 15-percent increase. That means 
30 percent to the farmer. That is a tax on the transportation 
of his product, and he pays the freight both ways. If that 
freight raise goes into effect, I venture to say it will take 
away from the farmer any benefits he may receive under the 
terms of this bill. · 

Mr. President, it is said we must help business. Who re
ceived the money paid out as the result of Government 
spending in the past 5 years if it was not big business? 
Who was in position to fix prices and profits on cement, 
steel, and other commodities that went into work done 
under the Works Progress Administration and P. W. A. 
and other administrations? Big business does not pay any 
taxes. They are the collectors of taxes. They add the taxes 
to the cost of their product, and they hand it over to the 
Government as a sort of a license fee in order that they be 
permitted to go on and rob the people through high prices, 
just as the pirates in the olden days received letters of 
marque from the king, permitting them to go out on the 
seas and rob vessels, and the king protected those robbers 
so long as they gave him a part of the loot. That is about 
all the corporation taxes amount to so far as the monopolies 
of the country are concerned. They do not pay any taxes. 
They are the collectors of taxes. Under that system 
whereby public money is siphoned out of expenditures for 
public contracts, by way of increased prices that these 
people charge the Government and citizens by increasing 
prices of materials used in connection with Government 
contracts and necessities of life, we still have the same mal
distribution of income, the same maldistribution of wealth. 

We say we will take it away in taxes, but under that sys
tem if we take all they have, and if we continue that policy. 
the people are going to be more and more deprived of their 
possessions and their income until the whole population is 
pauperized, and the Government will have to take money 
from those who have taken it from the people, and feed 
the people. Then the man who goes out and promises the 
biggest relief will get the most votes, and that will destroy 
any government. · 

It cannot be a permanent policy. We shall either have to 
abolish or reduce our tariff and give the farmer a chance to 
buy in a market in which he used to sell. He has been sell
ing in a cheap market and buying in a dear market. We 
must eliminate monopoly, price fixing, and robbery of the 
people because of high prices charged by monopolies. We 
must do those things or we shall have to carry out the pro
visions of this bill and take from the taxpayer enough money 
to restore the farmer to the position to which we say he is 
entitled. Or another alternative is to pay soil-conservation 
payments large enough to give the farmer parity income 
or dissolve monopolies~ restore competition to industry on a 
combination of these things. When I can again get time I 
shall elaborate. 
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 

to me for a moment. I have the floor. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes; I beg the Senator's pardon. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wanted to invite the Senator to pur

sue this thought. Is it not a fact that by reason of the 
program which lies at the bottom of this bill the monopolistic 
price fixer, the master of industry, will himself suffer, be
cause the total farm income is curtailed with the curtailment 
of production; so there is a vicious circle opera"i:ing the other 
way as well as in the manner which the Senator indicated a 
moment ago. 

Mr. SHIP STEAD. I think the industrialist is suffering 
now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Wyoming on the amendment has expired. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON] has offered an 
amendment modifying the committee amendment, which will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 79, line 4, after the word 
"year", it is proposed to insert the following: 

Provided, That sums due and payable under the Soil Conserva
tion Act for payments and practices as to crops other than com, 
wheat, and cotton, sha.ll not be diminished by reason of such 
diversion of funds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE.R. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, what amendment are wa 

now considering? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The committee amendment 

beginning in line 24 on page 78 and going to line 4 on page 
79, as amended by the amendment offered by the junior 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSoN]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view of the fact that 
an amendment probably will be offered a litUe later to that 
committee amendment, I ask that it go over for a little time 
while we are working out that amendment. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, perhaps an inquiry regarding 
legal status, which was suggested once before, should be made 
at this time. 

This amendment makes available for parity payments any 
appropriation for any year after July 1, 1938, up to 55 per
cent, if made for soil conservation and domestic allotment. 
I am inquiring of the authors of the bill as to the legal 
status of a provision in this bill seeking to allocate appropri
ations made in appropriation bills which have not been 
passed. If, by an appropriation bill subsequently passed, a 
certain amount of money is designated for a certain use, can 
a bill of this kind, if passed, divert the money from the use 
for which it is then designated? 

In other words, to illustrate my inquiry by a more extreme 
case, if the Appropriations Committee and the Senate in 
1940 should make an appropriation for battleships, could 
this session of Congress in such a bill as we are now con
sidering provide that 55 percent of any money appropriated 
in any year for the construction of battleships can be and 
must be diverted to the payment of parity payments? 

I was led to make the inquiry by comments of the Sen
·ator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] earlier in the day when he 
said that the Appropriations Committees need never be un
easy over their authority or their obligation, because they 
were not bound by any declarations which were made in this 
bill; that their discretion continued, and that even though 
authorizations for appropriations were made, final action 
depended upon the decision and judgment of the Appropria
tions Committee. 

I am not objecting to the provision under discussion. I am 
merely inquiring whether or not in the farm bill we can dis
pose of appropriations to be hereafter made, not next year 
only but in any year. 

That is, if we said in 1940 that we think $700,000,000 or 
$1,000,000,000 should be appropriated for soil-conservation 
purposes, and that were the genuine intention of the Senate 

and the Appropriations Committee, this amendment, regard
less of what the Senate might then mean and regardless of 
what the Appropriations Committee might then mean, would 
divert 55 percent of that money to parity payments, if the 
provision is a binding one. 

It may be that no parity payments will be required. We 
are hoping that there will be no occasion for parity pay
ments. But by this amendment we are seeking to divert, 
regardless of the need for it, 55 percent of moneys appro
priated in any year for the payment of parity payments. 
So I am questioning in part the wisdom of the long-time 
diversion, and I am asking whether or not these provisions 
will carry out the purposes of those who have them in mind, 
ar:d will protect the funds for the use to which the sponsors 
of the bill wish to put them. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understand that an amend
ment is to be drafted to take the ple.ce of the committee 
amendment now pending. Is that correct? I understood 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] to say that an 
amendment was being drafted to take the place of the com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No, Mr. President; an amendment is 
being prepared in addition to the amendment of the com
mittee, not to take its place. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to call attention a 
little further to this amendment. It says: 

There is hereby made available for parity payments with respect 
to cotton, wheat, and field com under this act for any year com
mencing on or after July 1, 1938, 55 percent of an sums appro
priated for the purposes of sections 7 to 17 of the Soil Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended. for such year. 

Then the amendment was amended by the able Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNsoN]. I ask the Senate to consider 
what takes place with respect to the provision on page 'l, 
line 6: 

Soil Conservation Act payments shall, if the farmer 1s eligible to 
enter into an adjustment contract, be paid to him only 1f he has 
entered into such a contract. 

If a farmer who is interested in conservation, who has a. 
program of conservation, does not enter into a contract, he 
would by this amendment be cut out of any conservation 
support entirely. 

Mr. POPE. Yes; except as I pointed out briefly; the so
called Conservation Act payments will be received by him. 
The payments formerly known as class 1 payments will be 
eliminated, and parity payments will be made to him. If 
he is eligible to cooperate, but has not cooperated at all, 
he will not get the soil-conservation payments. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, if he has not cooperated at all, 
he is not entitled to soil-conservation payments. 

Mr. POPE. That is true. 
Mr. BORAH. But if he has cooperated under the Soil 

Conservation Act, and does not see fit to cooperate under 
the bill now under consideration, he is cut out from any 
support under this amendment. 

Mr. POPE. Yes; that is, as to class 1 payments. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the com

mittee amendment beginning in line 24, on page 78, and 
ending in line 4, on page 79, will be passed over. 

The question now recurs. on the committee amendment 
on page 79, beginning in line 17, subsection (d), which will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 79, line 17, it is proposed 
to strike out: 

{d) The Secretary shall determine the character and necessity 
for its expenditures under this act and the manner in which they 
shall be incurred, allowed, and paid, without regard to the pro
visions of any other laws governing the expenditure of ptiblic 
funds and such determination shall be final and conclusive upon 
all other officers of the Government. 

And to insert the following: 
The Secretary shall determine the character and necessity fo! 

expenditures under this act; the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended; and the Sugar Act of 1937; the man
ner in which they shall be incurred and allowed, the persons to 
:Whom payments shall be made including the persons entitled to 
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receive the payments in the event of the death. incompetency or 
disappearance of the persons who otherwise would have been 
entitled to receive the payments, and shall also prescribe voucher 
forms and the forms 1n support thereof, without regard to the 
provisions of any other laws governing the expenditure of public 
funds, and such determinations and forms shall be final and 
conclusive upon all other omcers of the Government. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have . offered an amendment 
to that section, which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment ofiered by 
the Senator from Virginia to the amendment of the commit
tee will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 79, beginning with line 
17, it is proposed to strike out all down to and including line 
10 on page 80. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will advise the 
Senator from Virginia that the parliamentarian states that 
it will be necessary for the committee amendment first to be 
acted upon, and the section perfected, before a motion to 
strike out the entire section will be in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I understood that the 
committee was going to suggest the elimination of this com
mittee amendment. It might simplify the situation a.nd 
save a good deal of time if that were done. 

Mr. POPE. Yes, Mr. President; I said to the Senator from 
VIrginia the other day, when be brought up the matter, that 
I was perfectly willing that his amendment should pr~vail; 
in other words, that this portion of the bill should be stricken 
out. 

Mr. BYRD. That statement applies also to section <e>. 
which relates to the same matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will say to the 
Senator from Virginia that since section (e) is an original 
section of the bill, an amendment to it would not be in order 
at this time, inasmuch as the Senate, under an order here
tofore made, is now considering only committee amenfiments. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, since this is a committee 
amendment, the purpose of the Senator from Virginia, as I 
understand, could be accomplished by the Senate refusing to 
adopt the italicized portion of the committee amendment, 
and striking out subsection (d). Is not that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There seems to be no objec
tion to striking out the section. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, when this section was 
up before I asked for certain information respecting it, and 
I should like to ask for it again before any action is taken. 
I desire to know what additional powers the section gives the 
Secretary of Agriculture with respect to the Sugar Act of 
1937. . 

Mr. POPE. If it is to be taken out, it makes no difference. 
However, I think it would be a legal question as to what 
powers would be given under this section with respect to 
disbursements under the Sugar Act. I see no reason why 
this sort of a provision could not be made in this bill; 
it would amount, in effect, to an amendment to the Sugar 
Act· but I have not given the matter further consideration, 
bec~use I agreed with the Senator from Virginia that the 
whole matter might be stricken out. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator means that this refer
ence to the Sugar Act is to be entirely eliminated? 

Mr. POPE. Yes; the whole section. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, 

both the language of the original text and the proposed 
committee amendment to subsection (d) on page 79 will be 
stricken from the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I desire to propound a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oregon 
will state it. 

Mr. McNARY. Is the language stricken out from lines 17 
to 23 to go out with the italicized language? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All of the language appear
ing on page 79, commencing at line 17 down to and including 
line 10 on page 80, is stricken from the bill 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while section (e) is part of the 
or:i.gin.al text~ I ask unanimous consent that the amendment 

proposing to strike out that section be now considered, be
cause it relates to the previous section. 

The PHESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re
quest of the Senator from Virginia that the Senate now con
sider the amendment proposed by him to section (e), appear
ing on page 80? The Chair hears none, and the amendment 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 80, it is proposed to 
strike out all of subsection <e> and in lieu thereof to insert 
the following: 

(e) The Secretary shall at all times maintain complete and accu-
rate books of account. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BYRNES. I understood that the Senator was not 

going to ask for the insertion of that language. 
Mr. BYRD. I think it is immaterial. 
Mr. BYRNES. It is immaterial and unnecessary. The 

Secretary has to keep books, anyway. 
Mr. BYRD. It is governed under general law. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Why does not the Senator move to strike 

out the whole subsection? 
Mr. BYRD. I modify my amendment, and move to strike 

out the whole of subsection (e). 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, all 

of section (e) commencing on line 11, down to and including 
line 23, on pa~e 80, will be stricken from the bill. The Chair 
hears no objection. 

The clerk will state the next amendment of the committee 
passed over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 81, beginning in line 11, 
it is proposed to insert: 

(h) No payment mall be made with respect to any farm pursu
ant to the provisions of this act and of sections 7 to 17 of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, with respect 
to cotton, wheat, com, tobacco, and rice unless, ~here the area of 
cropland on the farm permits and it is othel'Wl.Se feasibl~, prac
ticable, and suitable in accordance With regulations prescnbed by 
the Secretary there is grown on such farm an acreag.e of food and 
feed crops sufficient to meet home consumption reqwrements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This amendment was passed 
over at the suggestion of the Senator from Oregon lMr. 
McNARY]. 

Mr. BORAH obtained the floor. . 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Senat-or from Oregon? 
Mr. BORAH. I do. 
Mr. McNARY. I simply desire to state that I made that 

suggestion at the request of the Senator from Idaho, who 
now is about to address the Senate. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senate to 
consider that amendment carefully. It seems to me a very 
important one, and it seems to me objectionable for two 
reasons: In the first place, the question of administration; 
in the second place, the question of authority to do this 
thing. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to the fact that under 
no possible consideration could this section come under the 
interstate-commerce clause of the Constitution, for the sim
ple reason that all of the transaction in question is domestic. 
The entire product is to be consumed on the farm. It is 
never to be taken off the farm. The language of the amend
ment itself shows that it must be regarded as purely a do
mestic matter, all of the product to be consumed on the 
farm. 

Under what theory can the Government, without any re
gard whatever to the question of the interstate-commerce 
clause, deal with a subject of this kind? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Is not that a condition imposed on the 

farmer, which condition is along the same lines as that im
posed on him for diverting acreage so as to receive payments 
under the Soil Conservation Act? 
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· Mr. BORAH. It is a wholly different proposition, for the 
reason that it is provided that-
. No payment shall be made with respect to any farm pursuant 
to the provisions of this act and of sections 7 to 17 of the SoU 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, with re
spect to cotton, wheat, com, tobacco., and rice unless where the 
area of cropland on the farm permits and it 1s otherwise feasible. 
practicable, and suitable. 1n a.ccordanre with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, there is grown on such farm an acreage of food 
and feed crops su1ficient to meet home-consumption requttements. 

The amendment deals exclusively with what the farmer 
raises on his farm, what he eats on his farm, and not what 
he sells from his farm. I suggest that there is no possible 
way by which that product can be brought under the inter
state-commerce clause of the Constitution. In fact, I do not 
presume any will contend to the contrary. 1 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH. Even if it were practicable and constitu

tional, who would determine the feasibility of the farmer 
raising what he consumed in the way of milk, meat, vege
tables, and so forth? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, this section does not deal 
exclusively with com, wheat, or cotton, or tobacco, or rice. 
It undertakes to determine an the things which it is feasible 
to raise upon the farm for the purpose of feeding the persons 
who live on the farm, and the horses and cattle, and so forth. 
on the farm. This is all apart from the main purpose of 
the bill. We are now taking charge of the garden. 

Mr. SMITH. That is the point I am making. I wonder 
if any of the Senators here have any idea of the cost that 
would be involved in our section of the country in providing 
pastures sufficient to raise the meat that the farmer would 
consume, and to raise the potatoes and the other vegetables 
that he would consume? I wonder if anyone has studied 
the practicability of any such absurd thing in a bill con
taining requirements of law which persons are to observe? 

Mr. BORAH. I had a long letter on this subject from a 
man who has been a farmer for many, many years.. The 
letter is a little too hot to read into the REcoRD; but he goes 
into the matter and undertakes to demonstrate how utterly 
impossible it would be for him, situated as he is, and for the 
class of farmers of which he is one, to comply with this 
regulation, even if he himself were the sole judge of whether 
or not he had complied with it; but, in addition to that, he 
is not the judge of whether or not he has complied with it. 
He must comply with it under the rules and regulations of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. BYRNES. Does the Senator interpret that provision 

as meaning that the Department should adopt a regulation 
prescribing the kind of vegetables the farmer should be 
required to raise upon his place? 

Mr. BORAH. I would not say that the Department could 
designate the kind of vegetables the farmer should raise; but 
the Secretary could say that the farmer was not entitled to 
his compensation under this bill unless he had produced on 
his farm the different articles which were necessary to feed 
his stock in sufficient amount to feed them. The Secretary 
might not say, "You shall raise cabbage instead of arti
chokes," but he could say, and should say, "You are not 
entitled to compensation under this act unless you have 
produced sufficient food upon your farm to feed your stock, 
to · feed your family, and to take care of the domestic 
situation:" 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? · 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Suppose there were somebody in 

the Department who did not think a person was really get
ting properly fed unless he ate carrots or spinach: Would 

not the Department then be inclined to say that a farmer :~ 
was not providing sufficient food if he did not raise any 
carrots or spinach? 
I Mr. BORAH. I think that fs true. 
1 The fact of the matter is that the able Senator who fs 
the author of this amendment has in his mind a perfectly 
sound proposition, to which I agree-that the farmer, where 
he can, ought to produce what he consumes-but no one in 
the world can determine that except the farmer himself. 
knowing his land and the conditions under which he tills his 
land. To subject him to the rules and regulations of the 
Department as to the kind of foodstu:ffs he shall produce 
upon his farm in order to entitle him to compensation under 
this bill in my opinion makes the measure utterly impossible 
of execution; and bear in mind that before the Secretary of 
Agriculture could pay out any of this compensation, he would 
have to be satisfied that every farmer who was claiming it 
had complied with his regulations. 

Mr. MILI·ER. · Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Idaho yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. Aside from other features of the bill, does 

the Senator think there is any authority of any kind or 
character for the enactment of this provision giving to the 
Secretary of Agriculture such authority over products which 
we do not attempt to deal with at all in the bill, and which 
are not moving in interstate commerce? 

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not think there is any authority 
whatever for it. It is purely a domestic matter. It is purely 
an internal affair. It is purely locaL The farmer must 
raise the commodity on his farm. He must consume it on 
his farm. 

Mr. MILLER. Aside from the moral right of the Congress 
or the Government to attempt to dictate to a man, I do not . 
see any reason or any exCt.LSe in the world for this provision 1 

being in the bill. I 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I cannot see any reason for 

it, and it would require a tremendous additional expense in 
the a.dmjnjstration of the bill. It would be a job separate 
and apart from all the others. After everything else has 
been conclud~d. the Department officials would have to be 
satisfied that the man had complied with this particular 
provision, making it necessary for him, before he could get 
his compensation, to have complied with this provision. I 
do not feel it necessary to detain the Senate. There is not 
a semblance of constitutional authority for it, and there is 
not a semblance of justification on any grounds for this 
amendment. It would wipe out the last vestige of independ
ence on the American farm. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I should like to apply to 
section (h) on page 81 the following language, which I 
think will have a familiar sound in the United States Sen
ate. I will identify it after I shall have finished reading it: 
' The Government asserts that whatever might be said against 
the validity of the plan, if compulsory, it is constitutionally sound 
because the end is accomplished by voluntary cooperation. There 
are two sufficient answers to the contention. The regulat ion is 
not in fact voluntary. The farmer, of course, may refuse to 
comply, but the price of such refusal is the loss of benefit s. The 
amount offered is intended to be sufficient to exert pressure on 
him to· agree to the proposed regulation. The power to confer or 
withhold unlimited benefits is the power to coerce or destroy. 

Again: 
The coercive purpose and intent of the statute is not obscured 

by the fact that it has not been perfectly successful. 

Again: 
It is clear that the Department of Agriculture has properly de

scribed the plan as one to keep a noncoope.ratlng minority in line. 
This is coercion by economic pressure. The asserted power of choice 
1s 111 usory. 

Again: 
If so, constitutional guaranties, so carefully safeguarded against 

direct assault, are open to destruction by the indirect but no less 
effective process of requhing a. surrender, which, though 1n form 
yoluntary,1n fact lacks none of the elements of compulsion. 



1937 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 1543 
And I pass over to other familiar words: 
But if the plan were one for purely voluntary cooperation, It 

would stand no better so far as Federal power 1s concerned. At best 
tt 1s a scheme for purchasing with Federal fUnds submission to 
Federal regulation of a subject reserved to the States. 

And again: 
The Congress cannot invade State jurisdiction to compel indi

vidual action; no more can it purchase such action. 

Mr. President, that is the language of the Supreme Court 
in the case of the United States against Butler and others. 
When we undertake by this committee amendment to with
hold payment in this manner-

No payment shall be made with respect to any farm pursuant to 
the provisions of this act and af sections 7 to 17 of the Soil Conser
vation and Domestic Allotment Act • • • unless • • • 
there 1s grown on such farm an acreage of food and feed crops 
su.ftlcient to meet home-consumption requirements-

we are just fooling the people if we undertake to say to them 
that we vouch for the soundness and the constitutionality of 
this law. It seems to me it is perfectly absurd for the Con
gress to enact this amendment, which is so plainly an at
tempt to coerce every farmer, wherever he may be, who comes 
within the scope of the provisions of the bill, to follow regu
lations by the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to what 
foods he shall raise for his family on his farm and with re
spect to what feed he shall raise to be fed to his cattle. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I earnestly hope that those 
in charg~ of the bill will ell.minate this provision. There 
are other kindred sections whieh have been proposed that 
can do nothing but weaken the legal fotmdations or the 
foundations upon which the validity of th~ bill must rest. 

As an illustration, if we turn to the cotton section of the 
bill, we find a very well thought out scheme to regulate com
merce in cotton. It is true that, assuming the power to 
regulate cotton in interstate and foreign commerce, the bill 
proceeds upon the theory that the Congress may reach back 
and do those essential and necessary things preliminary to 
the orderly regulation and production· of the commodity far 
commerce, interstate and foreign. But that section of the 
bill undertakes to regulate commerce in cotton-that is, in
terstate and foreign commerce. 

Is is of course permissible to take a view against the 
validity of the cotton title in the bill, but it does not follow 
by any manner of means that the courts will not sustain 
the validity of the title so long as it is confined to the regu
lation of interstate and foreign commerce. Once the power 
to regulate is conceded or is found to exist, then it must 
necessarily be very largely in the discretion of the legisla
tive branch to say what antecedent things shall be done in 
fUrtherance of the regulation and control of commerce in 
the particular commodity which the Congress deems it wise 
to regulate. 

But when the bill ~ loaded down with provisions of this 
. kind it becomes obvious that it has no reasonable relation to 
interstate commerce, it has no possible relation to inter-

' state and foreign commerce in co~ cotton: wheat~ and to
bacco; that it goes clear outside and undertakes to compel 
somebody to do something, not in any reasonable manner 
connected with commerce in any of the products named. 

Exactly on the same basis is the proposal to say what 
shall not be done with lands from which we have already 
stripped the products which it is proposed to regulate in 
interstate conunerce. In other words, when through an act 
of Congress which the courts may hold within the power of 
Congress to enact, regulating commerce in cotton, and when 
under the compulsion of that law the land has been stripped 
of cotton and cannot be planted in cotton, the proposal to 
prohibit the growing of other and unrelated crops on that 
land is exactly on a par and a level with the provision here. 
Por the sake of sustaining the validity of the bill I express 
the hope that those in charge of the bill will el.imin.ate from 
it, rather than include in it, all of those provisions which can 

, serve no purpose beyond weakening the legal status or stand
ing of the bill if it should become a law. 

Mr. President, we ought not to desire to pass a bill relat
ing to agriculture and hold out to the farmers the hope that 
we now have a bill which will pass the courts, and at the 
same time inject into it these inescapable evidences of a pur
pose wholly foreign to the regulation of interstate commerce 
or to commerce at all, because this particular provision, as 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] has pointed out~ deals 
entirely with something grown on the farm and used on the 
farm and is not to be carried away at all. It is foodstuff 
and feedstuff for the farmer and his stock on the farm. 

But Mr. President, that is not the most serious objection 
to this provision of the bill. The most serious objection to 
it, to be perfectly plain, is that the thought is in precise 
harmony with the 5-year program which was tried out some 
time ago in Russia. There is not a single syllable in this 
paragraph that is not in exact accord with the whole spirit 
of the 5-year farm program adopted by the Soviet Govern
ment of Russia. 

What do we say? We are taking the taxpayers, money
and every little farmer has nmde his contnl>ution to the 
money in the Treasury of the United States. He may not 
pay an income tax, he may not pay any direct tax, he may 
be a little tenant farmer who has nothing beyond the shirt 
on his back and the dingy bedclothing that he used at night, 
but he has paid his part of the tariff, he has paid his part 
of the hidden taxes which enter into the cost of living in 
America. It is proposed to take his money and offer it back 
to the farmer-and he is a farmer-if certain things shall be 
done voluntarily by the farmers. 

Then another act comes along predicated upon the theory 
that we have the right to regulate commerce in certain com
modities and impose very rigid civil penalties for violations 
of the rules and regulations and terms of the law, and we say 
to this little farmer, "If you do not do something with your 
land that perhaps you do not want to do with your land
perhaps it is not your judgment to do it with your land
we will take all benefits given farmers by the act away from 
you." There is no moral right to do i~ to say nothing about 
the legal right. 

It may be the farmer ought to grow enough feedstuffs and 
foodstuffs on his farm to snpport his stock and his family. 
I undertake to say that he should. But, Mr. President, I 
hope that my right arm will fall limp by my side should I 
dare say to the farmer, "You must raise enough of whatever 
the Secretary of Agriculture says is good for your farm1y 
and for the beasts of burden on your farm or you cannot 
participate in a fund to which you have contributed in the 
sweat of your brow and which is offered to all farmers who 
do certain things. You cannot participate in it unless you 
do some other things that have no possible connection with 
the main objective and purpose of this legislation." 

Mr. President, I do not understand, except that we have 
traveled so fast in the United States away from the concept 
of the rights of the individual, how this kind of a provision 
can be seriously proposed in the Senate of the United States. 
I grant that as a farmer I should raise my food and I grant 
that I should raise my feed on the farm. . I have known 
good farmers who did not do it. I have known good farmers 
who produced what they wished to produce on the farm, 
and bought their feedstuffs. As a farmer I have tried to 
follow a different course. 

But what moral right, to say nothing of the legal right., has 
the Senate of the United States to say that the taxpayer's 
money, which the Congress has said shall go back to a 
particular group of our fellow citizens, cannot reach those 
citizens unless they do what the Secretary of Agriculture 
says they shall do, not with respect to what we are trying 
to accomplish in the bill-that is to regulate commerce in 
cotton, rice, tobacco, wheat, ~nd com-but with respect 
to how they shall order their daily lives on their little farms. 

What would the secretary do if this provision should be 
left in the bill? Of course, he would issue an order pur
suant to it in an effort to comply with it, which would be 
entirely unenforceable, but he would do so and he would say 
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that every farmer who came in and participated in any of 
the benefits and bounties that Congress had provided for 
the farmers of the United States must have a garden. He 
would probably say how many rows of asparagus and com 
and potatoes and what not he should grow in that garden. 

He would ' probably say how long the rows should be and 
how far apart they should be, that is, the width in the drill, 
and how many plants-the farmer should put in the drill. 

Can it be proposed that we lay down this sort of rules 
for American farmers, undertake to say to them, "You have 
to do so and so on your garden spots, on the little patch of 
ground on which you do not plant anything for the market, 
even the nearby town market. You are not even planting 
anything in your gardens and in your patches to sell to 
your neighbors. You have to do so and so in your garden 
and on your little family patches. You have to do what the 
Secretary of Agriculture says you may do." 

The Secretary of Agriculture is a good man; he probably 
would not say they should do· very much under the provision, 
but he would try to comply with the law. The shocking 
thing is that this is seriously proposed in the Senate of the 
United States. 

Mr. President, I hope the committee will withdraw the 
provision. I do not want to make another argument on this 
provision or this kind of provision in the bill, but if I wanted 
the Court to strike the proposed law down, if I wanted to 
furnish evidence to the Court of the purpose to regiment the 
farmer and prescribe to the farmer what he should do and 
what he should not do in his garden and his patch, I would 
sit here and let this provision remain in the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I assume full responsi
bility for the committee amendment which- is now under 
discussion, and I must say that I am just a little surprised 
at the position taken by the senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGEJ. How he can conclude that this proposal is 
symbolic of or related to any plan in Russia is beyond my 
comprehension. I will not take the time of the Senate to 
discuss conditions in Russia-the much-talked-of 5-year 
plan-because it bas no application to the issues involved in 
this debate. Our farmers are not forced to follow any of the 
regulations that we are suggesting for their welfare unless 
they desire to do so. We say to them only this: "We will 
reward you if you follow certain agricultural practices." 
· The able Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] joins the able 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] in arguing that, because 
the entire product is consumed on the farm, and is never 
taken off the farm, and therefore never goes into the chan
nels of interstate commerce, that this practice would make 
the . provision unconstitutional. 

The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mn.LER] takes the 
further position, in a question propounded by him to Senator 
BoRAH, that because the bill would give the Secretary of 
Agriculture jurisdiction over products not covered by the bill, 
that this would affect the constitutionality of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I cannot subscribe to those views because 
they are beside the question at issue. The amendment pro
vides, in effect, that payments will be made under the bill to 
all farmers who grow cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, and rice, 
provided they grow on their farm, if it is feasible, if it is prac
ticable, and if the land is suitable, an amount of food and 
feed crops sufficient to meet home-consumption requirements. 
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to prescribe regu
lations as to the feasibility, the suitability, and the practica
bility of the farmer raising such food crops. The Secretary 
would not have authority to tell the farmer what to grow or 
what to e~t. but simply to say to him, "Whatever you are able 
to grow on your farm and that you can and do use for home 
consumption, I expect you to produce it before I make any 
payments to you under the provisions of the bill." Should the 
farmer use cabbage, turnips, or any other food that be can 
grow, he would be expected to grow them if he can. He 
would .not be compelled to produce a food that be does not 
use at home. The test_ would be whether he consumes it and 
whether his farm is adaptable to its growth. 

In effect the amendment provides that the fanner should 
not buy any food for home consumption that he can grow 
at home on his farm. It reflects the much talked of "live 
at home" program, which I have been advocating for the 
past 20 years. Now, I believe I" made it plain that this 
amendment simply imposes an obligation on· the farmer 
before he should expect his Government to pay him money 
out of the Public Treasury. I contend that the obligation 
is a fair and reasonable one. It simply suggests to the 
farmer a road leading to his economic salvation, and for 
following that road the Government offers him a reward. 
It is needless for me to argue to the Senate that the Gov
ernment cannot impose reasonable conditions before a gift 
is made to an individual or a political subdivision from the 
Public Treasury. It is · done every day. Money is paid over 
to State·s for road building provided certain conditions are 
met by the recipients of those gifts. Under the social secu
rity plan the Government pays to those States· that subscribe 
to certain rules and regulations prescribed in the law. Why, 
Senators, the very bill we are now considering imposes con
ditions that must first be complied with by the farmers before 
payments are made. Is it not provided that certain specific 
soil-building and soil-conserving practices must be adhered 
to by any farmer before he is amenable to any payments 
under the bill? Is he not, in effect, told that he must· plant 
certain legumes so that his soil might be enriched before 
he receives payment? In that regard we are not dealing 
with specific methods contained in the bill, but only such as 
may be prescribed by the Secretary. 

I ask the able Senators who oppose this plan on the 
grounds suggested whether the legumes that are planted to 
enrich the soil ever go into interstate channels? Can you not 
see that we have simply imposed certain conditions for pay
ments, and this amendment represents one of those condi
tions and has no earthly connection with interstate com
merce? Under the theory of the bill it is the overproduction 
of any of the commodities dealt with and not the obligations 
imposed on the farmers that interferes with or affects inter
state commerce. The farmer simply makes himself eligible 
for payment by complying with certain conditions imposed. 

It was my privilege to attend every meeting held by the 
subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, and I made it my business to find out how the 
farmers of the Nation feel toward the proposition that is 
now under discussion. Look at the record. Read the hear
ings and you will find no opposition to the plan. I wish to 
say to the Senate that there was no disagreement among 
the farmers as to the feasibility of this proposal. I asked 
one farmer if be would subscribe to the bill if I should incor
porate the plan in it. His answer was, "I am for it: put it 
in the bill twice if you can." 

The trouble today with a good many of the small fanners 
of the Nation is that they dO not try to ·help themselves. 
Most of the food they buy they could grow at home. We 
interrogated many farmers and found that where there was 
some prosperity•on the farm, and no suffering, usually the 
farmer grew his own living, and that, together with my own 
experience on my own farm, is what prompted me to sug
gest this provision to the committee. 

I grant that if the amendment should be rigidly enforced 
it might cause some hardship, but I am perfectly · willing to 
trust the judgment of the Secretary of Agriculture. He 
would not impose the obligations on those who could not 
perform. I know that this amendment would be i~operative 
in sections where it is dry and no vegetables will grow and 
where livestock cannot be successfully raised. I refer in 
particular to the West and Northwest. In such localities the 
Secretary would, I am certain, be justified in not imposing 
the conditions contained in the amendment. 

Mr. President, the adoption of this amendment would be, 
to my mind, the salvation of the cotton farmers of the South. 
On many occasions when the cotton price was good I have 
seen cotton planted in the South in the very back yards of 
the farmers. A few weeks ago, on one · of my· trips in Ar-
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kansas, I saw cotton planted to the very edge of the railroad We have certainly gone far enough fn this bill in saying 

1 bed. In many towns and villages, and even fairly large cities, to him, "You may produce only so much cotton, so much 
I saw cotton planted on vacant lots. com, and so much rice and other commodities." Now it is 

When the amendment was being debated, I think the proposed to carry the provision further and to say to him, 
junior Senator from Georgia LMr. RUSSELL] stated that "While you may produce only so much, and you must take 
many of the landlords prevented tenant farmers from grow- out of cultivation certain acreage, after you have done this or 

' ing garden crops because they wanted the tenant farmers done that, after you have complied with the law and com
. to buy from the commissaries which were on the plantation, plied with your contract, still your Government in its wisdom 
and which were owned by the landlords themselves. Such bas decided that you must raise so and so much for your 
a condition is prevalent throughout the cotton regions of own consumption. What that production shall be will not 
the South. In addition to getting their share of the crop necessarily be decided by the Secretary of. Agriculture. Of 
from their tenants, these landlords have their own stores course, the Secretary of Agriculture is the head; but the 
and make a nice profit out of their share-tenants' portion Extension Service, which is now operating in the Department 
of the crop. Small wonder they issue instructions that no of Agriculture, is the organization in our Government which 
gardens are to be planted by their tenants. would regiment every man who ever set his foot upon a farm. 

What happens on the farm today? Every dollar the I protest against that body of men-men who never stuck 
farmer collects from his cotton, every dollar that he collects a plow in the ground and would not know how to harness a 
from his wheat or from his corn, is used to buy food which mule-going to the farmer in Arkansas or elsewhere and 
in many instances could be grown by him on his farm. That saying to him, "You have a patch of land across the creek 
applies not only to the food that is consumed by the family over there in the bend on which you could have planted 
of the tenant, or the family of the farm owner, but also the turnips, and your family could have lived on those turnips, 
food consumed by the livestock used in the making of the and your stock could have been fed on them; but inasmuch 
crop. · as you did not do it, the contract which was entered into 

I know of many instances where the cotton farmer deemed between you and your Government does not mean anything." 
it more profitable to grow cotton for market than to grow I am willing to go a long way in trying to help the farmer 

, corn for feeding his work stock. In other words, he grew and trying to help any other business in this country; but I 
cotton on every acre of available land, and in turn, used some cannot, and I doubt very seriously whether any Senator ca.n, 
of the money from the cotton crop to buy. com. That con- fully subscribe to the philosophy of this bill in all of its 
clition, Mr. President, should not be permitted to exist. implications and in all of its terms. 

If the farmers expect help from the Government, I repeat, Certainly the Government cannot afford, and this body can-
they ought first to try to help themselves, and my amendment not afford, to attempt to take from the American farmer the 
will encourage them to do this. Under the Soil Conservation last vestige of independence he has. 
Act and under the present bill we say to the farmer: "In Over a period of the past few years we have done more to 
order for you, Mr. Farmer, to be eligible for a subsidy, you make mendicants out of good citizens in this country than it 
have to follow certain farm practices." If their farms are in was thought possible to do a few years ago; and now it is pro- · 

. the hill lands, they have to follow certain practices so as to posed, in the utmost of good faith, that we further circum
prevent the land from washing off. In other places they have 
to plant legumes in order to keep the soil fertile. In other scribe the activities of the boy and the man on the farm. 
places they have to keep the land in fallow. They are fur- That is inconceivable to me. 
ther told that they will be paid so much for doing those things. As I said, I know that the able Senator from Louisiana 
Now, Mr. President, all the pending amendment would do [Mr. ELLENDER] is prompted by nothing but pure and good , 
would be solely to add a further condition. As I stated motives. He wants to be helpful; but one can associate with 
a while ago, I cannot for the life of me see that it makes any a bunch of men until finally he gets to think a.s they do. 
difference if we should 4opose the obligations suggested in the Mr. President, I have attended some hearings during my 
amendment in addition to those already provided for in the service in Congress. Several years ago, wb.en I first came to l 
bill. the Honse of Representatives, we undertook to reorganize cer-

Mr. President, for the future welfare of the small farmers tain departments of the Government. We were confronted 
of the Nation I hope that we will adopt this amendment. Let by men from the departments who had all the facts and the 
us provide the way to make our farmers self-sustaining. I figures, and the first thing we knew we were absolutely help
dislike attempting to force free Americans to follow the die- less in their hands. So it is with these Extension agents. A 
tates of our Government when it affects the management of farmer may associate with those fellows., and if for a minute 
their own property, but I am conscious of no harm that can he forgets his own common sense and his own training which 
befall them should the pending amendment be retained in he received on the farm, they can convince him in a minute 
the bill. that they know mare about a man's farm 10 miles away from 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the statement made by the where he is sitting than the man who was born there and who 
able junior Senator from Louisiana is, to my mind, further has raised a family on it. 
and ample proof that the agricultural extension agents were Mr. President, for my part I assume that I shall go along 
rather prominent in the hearings on the bill. I know some- with this bill and help create compulsory control of the pro
thing about farming. I live in a rural community, as is duction of the necessities of life that move in interstate com
evident to all my colleagues, and it does make a considerable merce; but to ask me to go further and attempt to control 
difference in the enforcement and operation of this law those things which do not move in interstate commerce is 
whether or not we incorporate in it the pending amendment. just going one step too far. 

It is not for the Senate to judge of farming practices, or I think I know a little something about the American 
to dictate, or attempt to dictate, to the American farmer people and the farmers. They will stand just so much, and 
what he shall grow of crops which do not move in inter- that is all. You can tell them certain things that they maY 
state commerce. do; but when you enter into a contract ·with them, and then 

Of course, diversification is desirable, but the American have some fellow go to a man's farm and go to mea.sming it 
farmer is not a fool by any means. The American farmer and go to looking it over, and have him tell the farmer, "You 
is just about as much interested in making a living for him.. would be entitled to your soil-conservation payments or you 
self and his family as we are. But in my opinion the farmer would be entitled to your parity if you planted this patch 
is the last great individualist in this Nation, and we are fast or that patch into something else," then it seems to me, Mr. 
destroying the individualism of the American farmer by President-and I say it with all deference to the able Sena
the enactment of such measures as that now before us. We tors who have proposed the amendment-that it is carrying 
are asked to restrict his activities, to restrict his efforts. In the bill beyond the limits of consideration on the part of 
making a living according to his own judgment. · .... anyone, and certa.inly the Senate is not going to subscribe 
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to the destruction of the last vestige of independence that 1s The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
left in the American farmer. to the amendment offered by the Senator from Oklahoma 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I have always understood [Mr. LEE] to the amendment reported by the Committee. 
that every monument ought to have a capstone, and every The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
arch a keystone, and every work of art a motif. If that is The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
right, I suggest that the most appropriate thing Senators amendment passed over. 
who propose to vote for this legislation can do is to vote with The CmEF CLERK. On page 97, after line 23, Mr. BILBO 
great heartiness for the amendment now before us. proposes to insert the following new section: 

If we are going to have this sort of thing in America in the SEC. 96. Nothing in this title No. 9 shall be construed to au-
matter of agricultural legislation, why not have it all? Why thorize the Secretary to pay the assignee or any holder of such 
not go the whole length? Why not, with one masterful stroke, cotton pool participation trust certificates, Form C-51 (other than 
make the work of art perfect and leave it for all posterity the original owner or holder) • more than the purchase price paid 

by the assignee or holder of such certificate or certificates provided 
hereafter to admire? such purchase price is $1 per bale, or twenty one-hundreds of 1 

Let us draw the picture of the farmer as the subject of cent per pound or less. If the assignee or holder other than the 
Federal control under the commerce clause regulating com- original holder receives less than $1 per bale, or twenty one-hun-

. dredths of 1 cent per pound, then the remainder between such 
merce between the States, or among the States, and with payment so received by the assignee or holder and $1 per bale, or 
foreign nations. Let us have the regulation of the canning of twenty one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound, shall be paid to the 
tomatoes and the requirement of the production of a certain producer or original holder of such certificate or certificates. 
amount of turnips as a part of our great Federal system of The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree-
control of the farmer! ing to the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi to the 

Mr. President, I protest against the animadversion of our amendment of the committee. · 
most newly acquired Member of the Senate. Had he been Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I desire to modify or perfect 
here longer, I think he would have been inclined not to pro- my amendment. I wish to include interest to the purchaser 
test but to fall in with us as we do our perfect work, and by of the certificate. 
no means to interfere with us as we put the finishing touches The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has a right to 
upon the most beautiful portrait of congressional agriculture modify his amendment. Will he send the modification to the 
that could well be conceived of. desk, so that the clerk may state it? 

Mr. President, I very deeply regret that I am really estopped Mr. BILBO. I send the modification to the desk and ask 
from voting for this amendment; but I wish to say to all that it be stated. 
the Senators here who are for the bill that they could not The CHIEF CLERK. In line 6 of the amendment of the 
by any possible means find a way more perfectly to adorn Senator from Mississippi, after the word "certificates", it is 
their votes than by heartily sustaining this illustrious con- proposed to insert the words "with interest at the rate of 4 
tribution to the regulation of commerce under the commerce percent per annum from date of purchase", so the amend-
clause of the Constitution. ment as modified would read: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing SEc. 96. Nothing in this title No. 9 shall be construed to au-
to the amendment of the committee on page 81, subsection ' thorize the Secretary to pay the assignee or any holder of such· 
(h) . [Putting the question.] The nays appear to have it. . cotton pool participation trust certlftcates, Form C-51 (other than 

Mr. ELLENDER. I ask for a division. f the original owner or holder), more than the purchase price paid 
by the assignee or holder of such certificate or certificates, witb 

On a division, the amendment was rejected. interest at the rate of 4 percent per annum from date of purchase, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On page 82, after line 21, the provided such purchase price is $1 per bale, or twenty one-

klah ~ h ff d hundredths of 1 cent per pound, or less. If the assignee or holder 
Senator from 0 · oma [Mr, .L.nOMAS] as 0 ere an other than the original holder receives less than $1 per bale, or 
amendment. The junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] twenty one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound, then the remainder 
also has an amendment pending at the same point. between such payment so received by the assignee or holder and 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I inquire upon which page $1 per bale, or twenty one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound, shall 
be paid to the producer or original holder of such cert1ficate or 

are -we now considering an amendment. certificates. 1 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Page 82, after line 21. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, the amendment which I have to the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi, as modi

proposed to that section was agreed to by a member of the tied, to the amendment of the committee. 
committee, and I suppose we are ready to vote on it. The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the The amendment as amended was agreed to. 
amendment of the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THoMAS] will be temporarily passed over. The amendment of RECESS 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEEJ will be stated. , Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President,- in accordance with the 

The CHIEF CLERK. on page 82, between lines 21 and 22, previous announcement and understanding, I think we . 
it is proposed to insert the following new subsection: should suspend at this point until 8 o'clock. Accordingly, I 

move that the Senate take a recess until 8 o'clock p. m. 1 
(k) The payments paid by the Secretary to farmers under this t 5 ' 1 k d 2 · · 

act, and the sou conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, shall The motion was agreed to; and <a O c oc an nnn-
be di'vided among the landowners, tenants, and sharecroppers of utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until 8 o'clock p. m. 
any farm, with respect to which such payments are paid, in 
the same proportion that such landowners, tenants, and share
croppers are entitled to share in the proceeds of the agricultural 
commodity with respect to which such payments are paid; and 
such payments shall be paid by the Secretary directly to the 
landowners, tenants or sharecroppers entitled thereto: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding the other provisions of 1:his act and the . 
provisions of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, 
if the total amount of such payments (except payments com- • 
puted under section 6 (c) of this act) to any person with respect 

1 to any year would, except for the provisions of this proviso, ex-
' ceed $600, such amount shall be reduced by 25 percent of that 
part of the amount in excess of $600 but not in excess of $1,000; 

' by 60 percent of that part of the amount in excess of $1,000 but 
not in excess of $1,500; by 90 percent of· that part of the amount 

·in excess of $1,500 but not in excess of $2,500; and by 95 percent . 
of that part of the amount in excess of $2,500. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, I 
1.am willing to accept that amendment in order truit it may 
; go to conference. 

AFTER RECESS 

At the expiration of the recess the Senate reassembled, and 
the Vice President resumed the chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

L. The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
.answered to their names: 
Adams Bone Byrd Donahey 
Andrews Borah Byrnes Duffy 
Ashurst Bridges Capper Ellender 
Austin Brown. Mich. Chavez Frazier 
Bailey Brown, N.H. Connally George 
Bankhead Bulkley Copeland Gerry 
Barkley Bulow Davis Gibson 
Bilbo Burke Dieterich Gtllette 
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Graves Lee Murray · Shlostead 
Green Lodge Neely SmAthers 
Guffey Lonergan Norris Smith 
Hale Lundeen O'Mahoney Steiwer 
Harrison McAdoo OVerton Thomas, Utah 
Hatch McCa.rran Pepper Townsend 
Hayden McGlli Pope · Truman 
Herring McKellar Radcli1!e Vandellbel"K 
Hitchcock McNary Reynolds Van Nuys 
Holt Maloney Ru..cosell Wagner 
Johnson, Colo. Miller Schwartz Walsh 
King Minton Scllwellenbach Wheeler 
La Follette Moore Sheppard WWte 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-four Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

When the Senate took a recess there was nothing pend
ing. The clerk will state the first amendment passed over 
by the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, when we recessed we were 
discussing, as I understand, an amendment at the bottom 
of page 78 and the top of page 79. I am not certain whether 
or not that amendment had been agreed to; but that section 
was passed over in order that we might prepare an amend
ment with reference to the limitation of the overhead ex
penses for the administration of the measure, in view of the 
fact that the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] had of
fered an amendment, or had given notice that he would offer 
an amendment, limiting the expenses for administration to 
a certain percentage of the total amount appropriated. 

If it is agreeable, I should like at this time to submit an 
amendment to the committee amendment, on page 79, after 
line 4, which we have agreed to, and which is satisfactory to 
all those who are interested in the limitation of the expenses 
of administering this bill. I will say that I have consulted 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusSELL], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. HATCH], the Senator from Vrrginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES], the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGILLJ, the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. PoPE], and others who are interested · this matter, 
and we have agreed on an amendment, which I think I 
might as well offer at this time, to be inserted at the end 
of the committee amendment at the top of page 79. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Kentucky to the amend
ment reported by the conimittee. 

The Cm:EF CLERK. On page 79, after the amendment here
tofore agreed to, following line 4, it is proposed to insert the 
following new subsection: 

(c) In the administration of this ad, the Son Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, and section 32, as amended, 
of the act entitled "AD. act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, and for other purposes," approved August 24, 1935, the aggre
gate amount expended in any fiscal year for administrative ex
penses in the District of Columbia, including regional omces, shall 
not exceed 1 percent of the total amount available for such fiscal 
year for carrying out such acts, and the aggregate amount expended 
in any fiscal year for administrative expenses in the several States 
(not including the expenses of county and local committees) 
shall not exceed 2 percent of the total amount available for such 
fiscal year for carrying out such acts. In the event any adminis
trative expenses of any county or local committee are deducted 
from Son Conservation Act payments, parity payments, or surplus 
reserve loans, each farmer receiving benefits under this act shall be 
apprised, in the form of a statement to accompany the check evi
dencing such benefit payment or loan, of the amount deducted from 
such benefit payment or loan on account of such ad.min1strat1ve 
expenses. 'Ib.e names and addresses of the members and employees 
of any county or local committee, and the amount of such compen
sation received by each of them. shall be posted annually in a 
conspicuous place 1n the area within which they are employed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Kentucky rMr. 
BARKI.EYJ to the amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I merely wish to say that the 
amendment which has been read includes the propositions 
which I gave notice the other day I should offer in the way 
of an amendment, not only for myself but also for the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. BYRD l ; and we are both agreeable to 
this amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from New Mexico a question. What is it estimated 
that the total expenses will be? Three percent ·is allowed for 

general administrative purposes, but what about the county 
expenses? What is it estimated that they will be? 

Mr. HATCH. I will say to the Senator from Tennessee that 
the county expenses come altogether from the pay received 
by the farmer, and the amendment provides that each farmer 
shall be notified of the exact amount which is deducted from 
his check. It was my idea all the time that the farmer should 
have that information. I believed, and still believe, that if he 
is given the information as to what his county expense is, if 
it is too high he will find a way to correct it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, as I understand the Senator the 
cost of administration to the Government will be reduced to 
3 percent? 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President~ I desire to ask the Senator 

from New Mexico a question. A statement of this item of 
expense is to be furnished to the farmer. It is to be pub
lished so that those paying it will know what it is. 

Mr. HATCH. That is exactly correct. That is what I 
have contended for. 

Mr. BORAH. After the farmers know it, what can they 
do about it? 

Mr. HATCH. They have it within their power to regu
late their own expenses. They themselves can fix that. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the amendment I had of
fered proposed to limit the total expenditures for the pur
pose of administration to 6 percent of whatever amount the 
Congress might appropriate for the purpose of paying the 
farmers the various benefits provided in this bill. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from Kentucky is a com
promise of the amendment I have offered, and embraces the 
philosophy of the amendment offered by the Senator fro~ 
New Mexico I:Mr. liATcHJ. It provides that not more than 
1 percent of the total amount appropriated shall be used 
for expenses within the District of Columbia, including the 
expenses of the regional offices, and that not more than 2 
percent of the total amount appropriated shall be used for 
the expenses of the various State offices. 

The amount of expenditure for administration by the 
various county commlttees is left somewhat in the air, but it 
is provided in the amendment that the various checks which 
are sent out to participating farmers shall show the amounts 
which have been deducted for administrative expen.Ses within 
the counties and within the various townships or districts. 

Last year out of $100 appropriated to a farmer under the 
soil-conservation program the sum of $12.92 was consumed in 
expenses. If the farmer is advised of the total amount that is 
being consumed in county and local committee expenditures, 
having authority to elect the members of the committee, it 
has been felt by those of us who have consulted on this pro
gram that if the committee did not reduce the amount of the 
expenditures, the farmer would get a new committee which 
would reduce the amount of the expenditures. 

While the amendment is not all that I should like to have~ 
I think it will have a most salutary effect in reducing the 
present enormous overhead expense. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, · one other question is 
cognate to that. Was there any rdiscussion at the conference 
held with the Secretary concerning the accounting by the 
General Accounting Ofiice with reference to expenses? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand that matter is not involvecl 
in any way in this amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; it is not involved in the amend
ment, but it is involved in the expenses. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 
I will say that the provision of the bill giving the Secretacy 
exclusive authority to pass on these matters was stricken 
out this afternoon so that under the reorganization bill they 
will be under the control of the General Accounting Ofiice. 
That was satisfactory to all parties concerned. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I do not have a copy of the 
amendment before me. Is it to take effect July 1, 1938? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; it would become effective July 1. 
1933. 
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Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I wish to ask the 

Senator from Georgia a question. Of the $12.92 how much 
can be expended for each committee? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have not broken down the :figures to 
that extent. However, out of .the total amount of $45.000,000 
approximately $20,000,000 was spent by the county and local 
committees, so it would be approximately $5 or $5.50 con
sumed in local expenditures. 

Mr. POPE. I am informed the Senator is not correct as 
to the amount of expenditure by county committees. The 
inf<?pnation I have is that they spent about 7 of the 10 
pereent in the county committees. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think the Senator from Idaho has con
fused and combined the States and local expenditures. So 
far as county expenses are concerned the total amount ex
pended for administration was approximately $23,000,000 of 
the $45,000,000. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, let me say just a word 
further in explanation of the amendment. The farmers in 
any township or district select representatives and the rep
resentatives so chosen meet in a sort of county convention 
and select the county committee. The average membership 
of the county committees is three and in some cases it is 
five. The amendment provides that each farmer shall re-

. ceive his benefit check and at the same time shall receive 
j a statement showing the amount that has been deducted 
from his check by reason of the expenses of the county com
mittee. We have felt if that knowledge is brought home to 

1 the farmers, having control of the committee and having 
control of the selection of the committee, they have it within 

~ their power to change the committee if they desire or if 
l they think the committee is too extravagant. It was the 
1 belief that that is the most democratic way to make the 
: selection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
: the amendment of the Senator from Kentucky to the amend
ment of the committee, as amended. 

The am~ndment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on agreeing 

: to the committee amendment, as ametided. 
The amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next 

amendment passed over. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The next amendment passed over 

1 is on page 34, line 24, subsection (c), as amended, which 
1 reads as follows: 

(c) The amount of the national marketing quota allotted to each 
1 State shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several 

counties or subdivisions thereof in such State upon the following 
basis: 

(1) The proportion that the land devoted to tilled lands on 
cotton farms in the county is of the land devoted to tilled lands on 
all cotton farms in the State. 

(2) The proportion that the normal production of cotton for the 
· county is of the State marketing quota. 

(3) The number of families composed of two or more persons 
actually residing annually on and actually engaged in the produc
tion or growing of cotton, together with other farm crops on the 
tilled lands of the county. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President~ this matter was dis
cussed yesterday. The purpose of the amendment, as I 
gather, is to rearrange . the growing of cotton produced in 
each county in a State. We had maps here yesterday which 
indicated the effect it would have. It would cut down the 
quota of cotton in a number of cotton counties and would 
increase the quota of the smaller counties and counties sit
uated in other portions of the State. In my judgment that 
ought not to be done. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. Was the information to which the Sena

tor refers based on the bill as reported by the committee 
or was it based on the bill as amended by the so-called 
Overton amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is based on the bill as amended by 
the so-called Overton amendment. 

Mr. OVERTON. Were those maps which were circulated 
~ here based on the Overton amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I was so informed. I am going to dis
cuss that for just a moment if the Senator will permit me. 

Mr. OVERTON. The Senator has been advised errone
ously. 

Mr McKEI.T.AR. I cannot say who is in error and who is 
not in error. All I can say is that yesterday, when we were 
discussing the matter, a question was raised as to whether 
the percentages, the changes from the big cotton counties 
to the small cotton counties, if I may so express it, the 
changes in acreage, adding to the acreage in some counties 
and subtracting from the acreage in other counties, were 
correct. A question was raised also as to whether Mr. Wbite, 
the man who prepared the maps and the percentages, had 
before him the so-called Overton amendment or did not 
have before him the so-called Overton amendment. 

I called up Mr. White and asked him about it. He said 
the Overton amendment really made no difference except in 
a very few counties. He said in the State of Mississippi it 
would have no _effect at all; that in the State of Arkansas 
it would affect two counties which are given over principally 
to rice. He said the northern part of lmlisiana would be 
affected slightly, but not enough to make any difference, 
while certain other counties in the lower part of the State 
would not be affected at all; that generally speaking the 
figures were the same whether the Overton amendment was 
adopted or was not adopted. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? . 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. In my conversation with Mr. White he 

made the statement that the difference in the Arkansas 
quotas, for example, was based on the fact that there are 
two counties 4 which are devoted to rice production. Rice 
production would be considered under the bill as reported by 
the committee, but rice production woUld not be considered 
at all under the Overton amendment. I made that explana
tion to Mr. White and I also made an explanation of the 
situation with reference to Louisiana and Georgia. In Loui
siana we grow sugarcane and rice. In Georgia, peanuts are 
grown. The peanut lands, the rice lands, and the sugar 
lands would not be considered at .• an under the Overton 
amendment. All that would be considered would be lands 

. devoted to the cultivation and growing of cotton and to 
home-consumption crops. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is not at all what Mr. White told 
me. He told me directly the contrary, with certain exceP
tions. He made an exception of two or three counties in 
Tennessee where tobacco is largely grown. He made an ex
ception of two counties in Arkansas where rice is largely 
grown. He made an exception of several counties in Lou
isiana where sugarcane is largely grown. Those are the only 
exceptions he made. 

It is a question whether we should legislate the growth 
of cotton out of one county into another. I do not think 
Congress ought to do any such thing as that. My judgment 
is that we ought to let the farmers of those counties carry 
on for themselves and get the proper proportion as is pro
vided for in the second paragraph of the amendment. 

I say that for the reason that we cannot safely legislate 
to make such a change. It has been stated that there is 
danger of an antilynching bill being passed. If we under
take to change the quotas of the various counties of our 
States-in other words, where a county has heretofore been 
planting, say, 200,000 bales and we cut off 40,000 bales from 
that crop and put it into various other counties where they 
have planted cotton scarcely at ali-I do not know whether 
some of us may not be lynched when we go back home. It 
is not a wise provision and ought not to be in the bill. We 
ought not to undertake to legislate where cotton shall be 
planted. Cotton is planted where it is to the best interests 
of the farmer to plant it. We ought not, by legislation, 
undertake to distribute the planting of that cotton. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President--
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LA FoLLETTE in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Senator from 
Mississippi? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. BILBO. The Senator from Tennessee seems to object 

to the formula under which and by which the allocation 
of the State allotment shall be distributed to the counties. 
If he. objects to the formula set out in the bill, upon what 
basis would the Senator propose to make the allotment to 
the counties? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I would make them just as they have 
been made heretofore. The 5-year average has been taken 
and upon that basis the amount allotted to each county has 
been determined. That is fair enough. I do not like the 
idea suggested here. I invite attention to the State of Mis
sissippi, for instance. In Bolivar County during the 5-year 
period an average of 289,000 acres, nearly 300,000 acres, was 
planted to cotton. That acreage allotment has been reduced 
17 percent. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. I submit that those figures were predi

cated on the bill as recommended by the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, and they are absolutely untrue and 
without foundation under the bill as it has been amended by 
the so-called Overton amendment. They are palpably with
out any foundation and without any application to the bill as 
amended. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I asked the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD], who has charge of the bill so far as the cotton 
section is concerned, what om.cial in the Department had 
charge of making the allocations. He told me it was Mr. 
White, and I called Mr. White on the telephone. Mr. White 
said that in the State of Mississippi, for instance, the Overton 
amendment would not make one particle of difference so far 
as the allocations were concerned. 

· He said that there was a difference in the State of 
Arkansas, in the two counties I mentioned, and in several 
counties in Louisiana, where the farmers plant cane, and 
perhaps 2 or 3 counties in Tennessee, where they plant 
tobacco; but otherwise these figures are correct in my 
judgment. At any rate, they are furnished by the Depart
ment which is to administer the act. Whether they are 
dishonest and corrupt figures or not, I do not know, but I 
got them from the Department of Agriculture, and I think 
they are correct. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 
to me, I think I can be of assistance to him. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. My sole purpose in offering the amend

ment I present to paragraph (1) of subsection (c) on page 35 
was to modify the provision so that it would not have the 
drastic effect it would have unless it were modified. I am not 
at all wedded to the Overton amendment. If it is the desire 
of the Senate to leave out of the bill the provisions of para
graph (1) of subsection (c), that is perfectly agreeable to me. 
I do not think it would be agreeable tO the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not the slightest doubt that the 
Senator from Louisiana intended to correct by his amend
ment the situation of which I am complaining. But when I 
submitted the matter to the man who makes the allocations 
of acreage he told me it would have application to but very 
few counties. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. Is the Senator from Tennessee proposing 

to strike paragraphs (1) and (3) of this subsection? 
Mr. McKELLAR. That would be the effect, but I think we 

ought to vote down paragraphs (1) and (3), and that would 
leave it as it has heretofore· been. 

Mr. GEORGE. This is merely a committee amendment? 
Mr. McKELLAR. These are paragraphs of the committee 

amendment which ought to be disagreed to-

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is merely asking that the Sen
ate reject paragraphs (1) and (3) ? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Paragraphs (1) and (3). I think that 
ought to be done. A few moments ago I started to state just 
what effect these amendments would have. Let us take the 
county of Bolivar, in Mississippi, where 289,000 acres have 
been allotted. There will be taken off in the neighborhood of 
between forty-five and fifty thousand acres in that county.· 

Let us see what effect it will have in Hancock County in 
Mississippi. The acreage will be increased 400 percent in 
that county alone. As I understand, in Hancock County last 
year only 300 or 400 acres were planted to cotton. Why give 
the acreage to the counties in which cotton is not raised and 
take it away from the counties where it is raised? I cannot 
understand how we can legislate in that way. It is not fair, 
it is not just, it is not good legislation. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I just entered the Chamber. 
Are they now legislating so that one county can produce 
cotton and another county cannot? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No. 
Mr. BAILEY. I am glad to hear that. 
Mr. McKELLAR. These two amendments would change 

the general allotment of acreage, and I do not believe Sena
tors will agree to that at all if they understand it. I am 
quite ·sure that the Senator in charge of the cotton section 
of the bill, the distinguished Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD J, would not be willing to state that in his judgment 
it was proper for the Congress to legislate a change in cotton 
acreages in the various counties in the Cotton Belt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I desire to have the attention 
of Senators for a moment, because I am afraid the Senator 
from Tennessee may have left a wrong impression, though 
not intentionally, of course. 

The purpose of the formula set out in the bill as it came 
from the committee is not to effect such radical shifts from 
the black lands, the alluvial lands, of the Cotton Belt to the 
hill sections of the Cotton Belt, but it is to effect an adjust
ment of a great wrong which has been done to the hill 
sections of the Cotton Belt. Under the former programs of 
control the production of cotton under the reduced quotas 
was allotted to the counties or to the farms upon a farm
base acreage, and as a result of that base acreage the hill 
sections were literally robbed of the opportunity to grow 
cotton, whereas the alluvial lands, the black lands, of the 
Cotton Belt were given the lion's share of the production of 
cotton under the reduced quotas. 

I hold in my hand a chart which was prepared by the 
Department showing the ratio of the 1936 cotton base to 
the croplands of the farms in Mississippi. This shows the 
percentage of croplands in each county which has been per
mitted under the control programs of the past and under 
the soil-conservation campaign at present, which will be the 
bases resorted to under the new control program we are now 
planning to enact. I wish to show the Senate the great in
justice which has been done to the farmers of the hill 
sections. 

Boliver County was permitted, under the control programs, 
to plant 80.4 percent of her cropland in cotton. This is the 
land in Mississippi which will produce a bale to the acre or 
two bales in many cases. 

In Attala County, every hill of which is covered with white 
farmers with families to raise, only 42.8 percent of the crop
land of that county is permitted to be planted under the 
former control program, and that is what we will get under 
the pending bill. 

In the populous county of Neshoba, 55 percent is allote~ 
whereas Sunfiower County, in the Delta, is given 80.7 per
cent. 

In my home county, which is a hill county, we were per
mitted to plant only 24.5 percent of the croplands of the 
county to cotton under the control programs in the past, 
which you are trying to enforce on us in the pending bill. 



1550 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE DECEMBER 15 
whereas Sharkey County was permitted to plant 73.7 percent 
of her croplands in cotton. That ratio prevails through
out the State. 

The Senator from Tennessee tries to predicate his argu
ment upon this estimate prepared by Mr. White of the De
partment of Agriculture. I conferred with the secretary 
to the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES] 
this afternoon. and he told me he had had a conference 
with Mr. White. and he said that the Overton amendment 
would change the whole percentage basis. 

The Senator makes great capital out of the fact that under · 
this formula we are asking the Senate to approve, Hancock 
County will get a 400-percent increase. Let us see what haP
pens in Hancock County. Hancock County bad only 416 acres 
in cotton, and if we give them a 400-percent increase, it will 
be only 1,600 acres. Will anyone object to one great county, 
settled by white people with families trying to make a living 
in new territory, where the timber has been recently removed, 
having 1,600 acres in cotton? 

Jackson County, with only 1,364 acres, has a 330.2-percent 
increase, which would give them about 3,000 acres. 

Then there is Harrison County with 1,300 acres in cultiva
tion under the former prcgrams, which gets a 500-percent 
increase, which will give them about 6,000 acres. 

In four or five counties in the particular section of the State 
where my home is located, after this program is in force under 
the provisions of the pending bill, there will not be as many 
acres planted to cotton as on one plantation in the alluvial 
lands of the State. 

It should be remembered that on these lands it takes from 
2 to 3 acres to produce 1 bale of cotton, whereas on the 
alluvial lands from 1 to 2 bales will be produced to the acre. 
So Senators can see the injustice being done to the small 
farmers of the hill sections not only of my State but of every 
State in the Cotton Belt. 

In the House of Representatives, Mr. FoRD, of my State, 
secured the adoption of an amendment which allocated the 
cotton to the counties upon tillable lands alone. I thought 
that was harsh, and the House decided to leave it out. So, 
in the preparation of the formula upon which the allotment 
shall be made, an effort is made to cure an injustice which 
was done in the past. 

I am not trying to take away from the Delta lands their 
just share of the right to grow cotton; I am not trying to rob 
the black lands of Louisiana or Arkansas, nor is the Senator 
tram Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON], of the opportunity to which 
they are entitled, but we are trying to cure an injustice that 
was put on the hill counties in the former program, under the 
former bases, which still exist, and which will exist in the 
Department when the new law goes into effect. I am trying 
to correct a thing that happened in the past, an injustice that 
has been heaped upon the people of that section of the State 
·in the past. 

I suggest that since there is a question as to whether these 
figures are correct or not--and I contend they are not, and 

1that the Overton amendment will correct a great deal of the 
complaint made by the Senator from Tennessee-we ought to 
leave these amendments in the bill as they are now, and leave 
the matter to the conference committee, and I am sure that 
the members of the conference committee will get 2 corrected 
estimate as to the effect of the amendment before they report 
back to us the bill in its perfected form. 

Mr. President, I am not willing to create such a shift from 
one section of my State to another. I represent all sections 
of the State. I am not willing to stand for a shift that would 

1 disturb the economic condition of these counties, because 
I they are geared up to make cotton. They have all their lands 
I in cotton. They have been planting all their lands in cotton 
; for 40 years. So have the hill farmers, but they have been 
~ taught diversification. The farmers in the Delta lands are 
more or less commercial farmers. Most of those farmers live 
in the cities and in the towns of the counties. Many of them 

,live in Memphis, and a large percentage of them live in the 
East. They are . insurance companies engaged in growing 

cotton in the Mississippi Valley. Oscar Johnson, who has had 
a lot to do with the cotton situation in the Department of 
Agriculture, is representing an English syndicate which farms 
50,000 acres in the Mississippi Valley. 

I am not willing to rob the one-horse farmer, the small 
farmer, the man with a wife and five or six or seven children, 
who is trying to make a living on the farm. I am not willing 
to deny him the opportunity to grow enough cotton to be 
able to buy shoes and clothes for his children simply for the 
sake of some insurance company in the East or some English 
syndicate which handles a great amount of Delta land. A 
great many of these Delta farmers are resorting to commer
cial farming. They buy their tractors; they break the land; 
they disk the land; they lay the land off; they plant it and 
cultivate it; they do everything to the crop until picking time 
comes; a-c.d then, in order to get the cotton picked, they send 
cut over the State and get relief labor that the Government 
is taking care of for the rest of the year. 

The Delta man wants to grow a great amount of cot
ton. It is a commercial proposition with him. He is not 
trying to raise a family. He is trying to make money out 
of raising cotton. The poor devils in the hills are trying to 
make a living for their families. That is why I am pleading 
that this injustice shall be adjusted and that the small 
farmers in the hills be given a chance. In the old days many 
a farmer with five or six or seven children was told by Gov
ernment agents, "You can grow only 200 pounds of lint," 
or perhaps 300 or even 600, but not enough to buy shoes for 
one-half the members of the family. Yet that is the same 
basis which my friend the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
McKELLAR] wants to carry into this new program. 
· Mr. President, we are going to be permitted to grow only 
about 10,000,000 bales in this country. I want production 
allocated so that the rank and file of the hill section of the 
Cotton Belt will have an equal and just part in the growing 
of this limited crop for 1938. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BILBO. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. Under paragraph (1) as amended by the 

so-called Overton amendment, the Secretary of Agriculture 
will consider as one of the three factors simply the land 
that is devoted to the planting of cotton and the land that 
is devoted to home-consumption crops, and the only difference 
made in that particular one of the three factors upon which 
the Secretary of Agriculture will determine the basis, is with 
respect to home-consumption crops. 

Mr. BILBO. Home-consumption crops. 
Mr. OVERTON. Home-consumption crcps is all that is 

added. The Secretary of Agriculture then under the Over
ton amendment is to take into consideration two things in 
this one particular factor, among the three factors, and that 
is the home-consumption crop plus land devoted to cotton. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. BILBO. The Senator is correct. I am indebted to the 
Senator from Louisiana for perfecting that amendment. I 
desire to call the attention of the Senate to the third basis 
in this formula, which is the number of families. In making 
this allocation certainly the number of families that must be 
supported by growing cotton on these cotton lands ought to 
be taken into consideration. That, of course, will operate 
against the commercial farmer, who is t!Sing improved ma
chinery and who is trying to get a mechanical cotton picker 
so he will not have to use any families at all. The purpose 
of that provision is to protect the bona fide family man, the 
man with the wife and children, who is trying to raise and 
educate and support his family, and that ought to be a con
sideration in making the allocation. 

After the allocation is made to the county, then we have 
another rule here by which we allocate to the farms within 
the county, in which we started out by giving each family 
'1¥2 acres. That bas already been agreed to. But that will 
not do any good unless justice is exercised in making the 
allocation of the State's allotment to the counties. The 
county must first get it before it can be allocated to the 
farms in the county. 
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· I am keenly interested in having these three bases remain 
in the bill. Let us get the correct information from the 
Department under the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] and let the conferees pass 
on the question of whether it is just or not. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, reference has been made by 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. BILBO] to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON]. I am 
not familiar with that amendment. Has the Senator from 
Louisiana offered an amendment to subsection (c) , beginning 
on page 34? 

Mr. OVERTON. I offered an amendment, and the amend
ment has been agreed to, in paragraph (1) of subsection (c). 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator state what his amendment 
was? 

Mr. OVERTON. In a nutshell, it is simply this: As the 
committee reported the bill, the Secretary of Agriculture was 
to take into consideration the proportion that the land 
devoted to tilled lands on cotton farms in the county is of 
the land devoted to tilled lands on all cotton farms in the 
State. "Tilled lands" is defined elsewhere to be lands used 
for soil depleting row crops and soil depleting feed crops. 
Therefore, under the bill as reported by the committee, the 
Secretary of Agriculture would have to take into consideration 
all of the soil-depleting crops in making the allocation for the 
production of cotton. He would have to take into considera
tion the lands that were devoted to wheat culture, the lands 
that were devoted to sugarcane culture, the lands that were 
devoted to peanuts, the lands that were devoted to rice. It 
appeared to me to be-with all due respect to the committee
an absurd proposal. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I wish to say to the Senator 
from LoUisiana that he and I have discussed this particular 
amendment, and I do not think we were in disagreement 
about it at all. 

Mr. OVERTON. I am very happy to say that the Senator 
from New Mexico has agreed with me in the amendment that 
I proposed. Therefore the amendment I proposed was simply 
this in a nutshell, that the Secretary of Agriculture should 
consider under paragraph (1) only the lands that are devoted 
to cotton culture, plus the lands that are devoted to home
consumption crops. I added home-consumption crops-and 
that is the effect of the amendment, but I am not giving the 
exact phraseology-in the interest of the small farmer under 
the curtailment program that was inaugurated several years 
ago, and which has been ln existence and in operation for 
several years. It was the small farmer who curtailed his pro
duction, and he devoted his few acres of land to cotton and to 
home-consumption crops. He ought to be considered as well 
as the cotton farmer who undertook to devote as much of his 
land as he could to the production of cotton for commercial 
purposes. 

The little farmer depends upon his farm for a livelihood. 
Cotton is his cash crop, and, as the Senator from Mississippi 
has well observed, if we follow the old plan, then we give to 
the little hill farmer a production that would be equivalent to 
only some two or three hundred or four hundred pounds of 
cotton in many instances. He ought to have an allocation 
that would correspond to the lands that he devotes to the pro
duction of cotton and to the lands that he devotes to home
consumption crops, and that is the efiect of the Overton 
amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Senator from Louisiana for his 
explanation and also for his amendment. I think it is a 
valuable contribution to the bill. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I do not like to detain the 
Senate, but since the able Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR] has inserted in the REcoRD some figures pertain
ing to Arkansas and the effect that these amendments will 
have upon the allocation of acreage in Arkansas, I feel duty
bound to submit some facts to which I think the Senate 
ought to give some consideration in determining whether it 
will agree to the suggested amendments. 

In the first place, Mr. White, who is a former Arkansas 
man, and with whom I talked this afternoon at 5 o'clock. 

LXXXII-98 

will tell Senators that these maps which were prepared, 
dealing with Mississippi and Arkansas, were drafted without 
giving consideration to the Overton amendment. It is true 
he says that, in his opinion, he doubts whether the Overton 
amendment will materially change the allocation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MIT..LER. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Was that Mr. White to whom the Sen

ator referred? 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. E. D. White. 
Mr. McKELLAR. He said that the Overton amendment 

would not materially change the allocations? 
Mr. MILLER. He said that in his opinion it would not 

materially change the allocations, except in certain regions 
of Arkansas and in certain regions of Louisiana. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask the Senator to per
mit me to interrupt him again in order that we may be 
accurate about this matter. In my talk with Mr. White he 
said that it would effect a change in two counties in Arkan
sas which produced nee, and two or three counties in Ten
nessee which produced tobacco, and several counties in 
Louisiana which produced sugarcane, but otherwise it would 
have no effect on the figures that were given. He said it 
would not effect a change otherwise in Mississippi, Tennes
see, and other cotton States. 

Mr. MILLER. As I stated, Mr. President, Mr. White said 
he did not think it would materially affect many counties in 
the State. But I desire to submit that one man's judgment 
is just as good as that of another on that question. I have 
never found any substitute for common sense. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator again 
yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I think the Senator from Arkansas is 

generally correct. I have great respect for the views of the 
Senator, but the trouble is that Mr. White makes these 
allocations. 
· Mr. MILLER. I am going to get to that in a minute. 
It is true that Mr. White may be called upon to make the 
allocations, and that is aU the more reason why we should 
lay down a formula for the making of that allocation. There 
is no use of fooling ourselves about the allocations hereto
fore made. We talk about sending the bill to conference 
and letting the conferees work out the disputed questions. 
I know that a great part of this bill must be written in con
ference, but I may call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that there is no dispute between the Senate bill and 
the House bill insofar as the allocation of the quotas to 
States is concerned. In other words, subsection (b) on page 
34 is identical practically with the provision in the House 
bill; and if the Senate rejects the committee amendments 
or fails to agree to the amendments now under considera
tion, there will be no dispute, and no question to send to 
conference on the allocations to the counties. 

It has been suggested, I believe, by the brilliant Senator 
from Georgia that we reject subsections (1) and (3) and 
adopt subsection (2). I submit that that is unfair, unless 
we are willing to say to the Secretary of Agriculture and to 
the men in his employ, "You go out and go into a county 
aiter the allocation is made, and then you make the allocation 
to the individual farm just as it has heretofore been done." 
That is what the House bill means, and it is what the Senate 
bill will mean unless we adopt these provisions. 

What does that mean? It simply means that those farms 
which heretofore have been discriminated against will con
tinue to be discriminated against; and there is not a Senator 
here but who knows that there is a rank di.scrim1nation and 
there has been a rank discrimination in the allocation of 
cotton acreage, because the Secretary of Agriculture com
pletely overlooked everything except acreage, and acreage 
alone. If we are going to have a farm bill with any semblance 
of justice in it, we must recognize the fact that an American 
citizen has a right to work and to earn a. living on the land 
he owns. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
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Mr. MILLER. Just a minute. 
Therefore subsection (3) is vital to the welfare of the cotton 

farmers in this country, unless we want further to drive the 
small cotton farmer out of business, and unless we want to 
favor the Delta counties at the expense of the others. We 
have many Delta counties in Arkansas. As fine land as is 
anyWhere to be found is found in eastern Arkansas in the 
Delta; but I do not want that territory to be devoted to rais
ing cotton at the expense of the other part of the State, and 
highly mechanized farming engaged in there, leaving out 
entirely the human element. 

We have appropriated money dming the past few years for 
resettlement projects. In Arkansas alone, and in every State 
in the Union, there has been more money squandered in 
resettlement projects that it would take to finance a farm bill. 

During the past 18 months in Arkansas alone, in Missis
sippi County, the greatest cotton-producing county in the 
world, and in Phillips County and Desha County and Chicot 
County, and Crittenden County, there have been more fami
lies resettled than the Federal Government bas been able to 
resettle at other places in the country during its entire 
program, and it has not cost the Federal Government a 
single dime. 

Talk about the expense of this thing! If we will cut out 
some of the wild resettlement schemes and other ideas that 
we have and get back to fundamentals, and give the people 
some liberty to settle themselves, and take into consideration 
the human element in the allocation of acreage, and the right 
to make a living, we shall make some progress in this country 
and not before. 

Subsection (3) as amended and as now before the Senate 
simply provides that in allotting this acreage the Secretary 
shall take into consideration the proportion that the number 
of families composed of two or more persons actually residing 
annually on and actually engaged in the production or grow
ing of cotton in the county is of the total number of such 
families in the State. What is fairer than that? We know 
how many families there are. The number is very readily 
ascertained. Why not give that consideration and why not 
require the Secretary to take that fact into consideration? 
You will add more injustice to the bill by failing to agree to 
these amendments than you will by striking them out. 

I know the argument is, "Why interfere with it? We have 
been running along under the A. A. A., and why should we 
undertake to legislate on particular matters?" Well, in my 
opinion, we deal in too many generalities as it is. We are 
always delegating somebody some authority. 

We have already delegated too much authority in this 
bill. Now, when we have a chance to lay down a simple 
formula for the Secretary to follow, and a formula which is 
in accord with common sense, which is in accord with the 
rights of humanity, which is in accord with the right of the 
people to move freely about and select their own homes, for 
the life of me I cannot see why we cannot provide that for
mula; and I do not see why anybody should object to it unless 
we want further to make it a definite policy in this country 
that only the acreage shall be considered and the human 
element shall pass entirely out of consideration. 

Mr. Bn.BO, Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. Bn.BO. Since the hill counties that have been dis

criminated against have had so many mass meetings, and 
have passed resolutions calling on the Congress to give them 
a square deal, if we will leave these subsections out of the 
bill and refuse to give the hill counties that square deal, after 
they discover that they have been discriminated against in 
the new deal, is it not the judgment of the Senator from Ar
kansas that it would defeat any referendum for the enforce
ment of this bill? 

Mr. MILLER. It ought to defeat any referendum, and it 
probably would. I do not know. But I am :firmly convinced 
that if we will retain sections (2) and (3) of these proposals 
we shall have an equitable bill. Section (1), as amended by 
the amendment of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVER-

TON], does provide a portion of a formula that is rather 
hard to figure; but notwithstanding the fact that there 
may be some difficulties in it, it is a contributing factor to 
justice. I think all three of the provisions ought to be 
agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, before the Senator con
cludes his remarks will he yield to me? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
1\fr. McKELLAR. I notice on the map furnished by the 

Department that in the late Senator Robinson's county of 
Lonoke there will be a reduction in the acreage of about 
25,000 acres, a reduction of nearly 20 percent, while in the 
county of Marion, nearby, the increase will be 110 percent. 
In other words, the cotton-production business will be trans
ferred to that extent in just two counties in the Senator's 
own State. 

Mr. MILLER. I believe I know more about my State than 
the distinguished Senator from Tennessee does. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am quite sure the Senator does. 
Mr. MILLER. Lonoke County, the county mentioned by 

the Senator, has recently, and within the past 18 months, 
devoted practically the entire south end to the production 
of rice. Marion County, in the northwest or north central 
part of Arkansas, is one county that raises wheat com 
and very little cotton. So I will say to the distin~hed 
Senator that whenever those figures are adjusted in ac
cordance with the Overton amendment, I am absolutely 
certain we will find, that that calculation is entirely wrong. 

M.r. McKEIJ".AR. Take Mississippi County, which I be
lieve is the leading cotton county in the Senator's State 
if I remember correctly. Is that correct? ' 

Mr. MilLER. That is correct. 
· Mr. McKELLAR. In that county 251,000 acres were 
planted to cotton in the 5-year period. The acreage in that · 
county is increased by 16 percent. I am doubtful if there is 
that much acreage that can be put into cotton in Mississippi 
County, because I have been over that county very fre
quently; it 1s near my home; and nearly the entire county 
is planted in cotton today. 

Mr. MILLER. Oh, no! Let me say a,bout Mississippi · 
County that there are thousands and thousands of acres in 
one drainage district alone that could be planted to cotton. 
Drainage district 17 has just been opened in Mississippi· 
County, and that was the reason why the argument arose 
the other day over the 3 percent. I was trying to get more i 
acreage for the Mississippi County farmers in that drainage . 
district. 

Mr. President, I submit those facts in order that the Senate . 
may adopt these amendments and send the bill to c~nfer
ence, so that some question will be before the conferees, ' 
rather than just to have the authority vested in the Secre
tary, as heretofore. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the debate we have just. 
heard is sufficient to convince anyone of the complexities of 
this section of the bill. 

I have been interested to hear the Senator from Missis
sippi and the Senator from Arkansas advocate subsection (1), 
on page 35, as a fair proposition on account of the fact, 
as they say, that there is a tremendous ditierence in farming 
in the Delta areas and the hill sections of their respective 
States. 

In the State which I have the honor in part to represent 
in this body we do not have any Delta areas. We are not 
confronted with the proposition of the mechanized farmer 
as against the farmer who is compelled to follow a mule and 
use a hoe in cultivating his crop and to pick his cotton by 
band. In my judgment, subsection (1), on page 35, will be 
manifestly unfair to the counties of the South that do not 
have Delta areas and that cannot use mechanized farms. 
Its effect would be, in my State, to move the base of the 
cotton that is allotted from the recognized cotton areas in 
part to the mountain area of Georgia, where it is impoSSible 
to grow a stalk of cotton. 

In the long run it would have the effect of reducing the 
State quota, because if the quota. and the acreage are taken 
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away from the counties where cotton can be produced and 
removed to the mountain counties where it is impossible 
to grow cotton, it will in the long run reduce the State 
allotment. 

So I say we should not legislate here merely on account of 
a local situation in States that have delta areas and have 
hill areas. 'Tilis bill should apply uniformly throughout the 
entire Cotton Belt, and subsection < 1) should be stricken 
out by the Senate. It will cause unending confusion in all of 
the Southeastern States, where cotton has been produced for 
150 years, if we attempt to change the base cotton allotment 
and move the cotton production from the sections where it 
can be grown up into the mountain areas and sections or 
down into the fiat woods on the coast where it is impossible 
to grow cotton. 

I hope subsection < 1) will be stricken out. 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. OVERTON. The remarks made by the junior Senator 

from Georgia are based upon subsection (1); or paragraph 
(1) as it reads in the bill reported by the Agricultural Com
mittee. Has the Senator considered paragraph (1) as it has 
been amended under the Overton amendment? · 

Mr. RUSSELL. I entered the Chamber a few moments 
ago when the Senator from L<>uisiana was explaining his 
amendment in response to some inquiry by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. HATCH]. I am not altogether familiar 
with the so-called Overton amendment; but I do know that it 
is manifestly unfair to base any cotton allotment in a county 
in north Georgia, in the mountain area, on the proportion 
that the farms in that ~rea bear to the total amount devoted 
to cotton within the entire State. lt is unfair, and it is not 
only unfair but it will reduce the amount of cotton which 
can be produced in the State of Georgia even though we are 
given a full allotment under the other provisions of the bill, 
because cotton cannot be grown in that area. In one-third 
of my State, cotton cannot be grown. 

Mr. OVERTON. If the Senator will yield to me further, I 
will say that I agree with the Senator in his condemnation of 
paragraph (1), as reported by the Senate Agricultural Com
mittee; but paragraph (1) has been amended, and as 
amended, it now reads as follows-if the Senator will follow 
me, on line 5, page 35, after the word "State", insert: 

Provided, however, That the land devoted to crops for market 
other than cotton shall be excluded in determining tilled lands 
under this subsection ( 1) . 

Mr. RUSSELL. I will say to the Senator from Louisiana 
that that is a great improvement over the original amend
ment. 

Mr. OVERTON. I think that makes it perfect. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Perhaps; in the opinion of the Senator from 

Louisiana, it does make it perfect; but if I understand the 
section as amended, there is absolutely no necessity for 
including it in the bill, because the practical effect of it would 
be to place us back under paragraph (2), and to have the 
allotments based on the proportion that the normal produc
tion of . cotton for the county is of the State or marketing 
quota. 

Mr. OVERTON. The Senator is in error in that respect, 
because the difference between paragraphs {1) and (2) is 
this: Paragraph (1), as amended by the Overton amendment, 
requires the Secretary to take into consideration the lands 
that are devoted to home-consumption crops; and that is 
helpful to the small farmer. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield to no Member of 
the Senate in my devotion to the small farmer. I have 
consistently supported every amendment that has been 
proposed to undertake to protect the small farmer. I 
recall when the original Bankhead Cotton Act was pending 
the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] pro
posed an amendment which allowed expansion of a certain 
number of bales to the small farmer, and I supported that 
amendment. I have been gratified to observe in this bill 
an exemption of 5 acres without regard to any production 
that might be proposed by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, as amended, it is now 
7~ acres. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I had temporarily overlooked the fact that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. BILBO] had offered an 
amendment which increased the exemption to 7 ~ acres. I 
think so long as we have allowed a minimum allotment of 
7 ~ acres to the small cotton farmer we have eliminated the 
manifest and indisputable injustice that we encountered 
under the cotton allotment in the original cotton legislation. 

I see no reason now to undertake to write into the bill a 
provision that will take cotton production away from one 
county and give it to another county. The Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. BILBO] frankly said his proposal would take 
the cotton away from the Delta area and carry it into 
the hill areas of Mississippi. I see no objection to an amend
ment that would apply only to Mississippi, but I object to 
an amendment that will permit the Secretary to go into 
my State of Georgia, where we have no delta section, where 
no part of the Cotton Belt can be farmed by mechanized 
means, where machinery cannot be used, where we have to 
do it all by band, and move the production of cotton from 
one county where we have produced cotton for years to an
other county where cotton perhaps will not grow at all. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I did not mean to convey the 
idea that I wanted to take cotton away--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair regrets to inform 
the Senator from Mississippi that he has already spoken on 
the amendment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield to the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. BILBO. · I did not intend to convey the idea that I 
wanted to take cotton away from the Delta lands. I merely 
want to bring about an adjustment of the unjust condition 
which has existed. According to his own statement, the 
Overton amendment should not be objectionable to the 
Senator from Georgia. 

Let me state to the Senator a case in :point . . I know this to 
be true. In one hill county a farmer has 325 acres in cul
tivation, and his allotment would be 50 acres. A farmer 
across the highway in the same county and on the same kind 
of land has an allotment of 55 acres out of 80 acres. Still 
another man has 60 acres of allotment out of a farm of 100 
acres. These are examples of the injustices we have brought 
about under the former control. 

The injustices brought about between farmers in the same 
neighborhood are on a parity with the injustices of the hill 
farmers of the entire Cotton Belt in comparison with the 
farmers in the alluvial-land sections. The only purpose of 
the formula is to give the Department of Agriculture some 
latitude so they might be in a position to adjust all such 
inequalities. It is not taking away from the Delta lands 
too much. Under the statement given us by the Depart
ment, there is not a county in the Mississippi Delta that will 
not have 65 percent of the croplands still left upon which to 
grow cotton under the new allotment. Certainly, under the 
limited-control ·program, 65 percent of the cultivated land in 
a county is enough to put in cotton, whereas in other sections 
they are still getting 40 percent or 45 percent or 35 percent, 
while the alluvial lands are getting 65 and even 70 percent of 
their land in cotton. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not know the effect the provision 
would have on the State of Mississippi, but I apprehend it 
would cause great confusion and a great deal of resentment 
in . the State of Georgia. I may say to the Senator from 
Mississippi that the illustration he uses of one farmer living 
on one side of the road and having a certain number of acres 
upon which he is permitted to plant cotton, and another 
farmer on the other side of the road having a much smaller 
number of acres upon which he may plant cotton, would 
not be cured by this amendment as I understand it. The 
amendment merely operates between various counties and 
States, and therefore the situation to which he refers would 
not be affected by the amendment. 

Mr. Bn.BO. Mr. President, let me say t11at--
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia 

[Mr. RussELL] having taken his seat, the Senator from Mis
sissippi may not speak further. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment as amended. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the matter is too important 
not to be fully discussed. While I had not expected to discuss 
it. I want to say very frankly to the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. BILBo] and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] 
that I gained the impression that the three proviSions would 
work a great injustice or a great dislocation of the cotton
growing areas in the respective states. I think yet that it 
would do so, but I am not so sure that it will do the injustice 
:which I thought originally it would accomplish. 

I want to submit this to the Senator from Mississippi, and 
he is at liberty to interrupt me reasonably within my time, 
because I am trying to assJst in arriving at the facts. I sug
gest to the Senator from Mississippi that I share with him 
heartily his purpose to correct the injustice that has been 
borne by the small cotton farmer and by the cotton farmer 
who has pursued a sensible balanced farm program during the 
so-called base period. 

It is as bad for the large farmer if he bas not pursued a 
sensible program, especially after the coming of the boll 
weevil, which very greatly reduced his cotton acreage, as it 
has been for the small farmer. 

The principle the Senator from Mississippi bas in mind. 
with the Overton amendment. I think may well be applied 
within the county. When the county quota has been ascer
tained, then I think . unquestionably the general principle 
that is sought here to apply in the allocation of the State 
quotas between the several counties may well applY and will 
apply in justice to the small farmers and to the farmers who 
have maintained a balanced program. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, may I have permission of the . 
Senator to respond to that observation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Georgia yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. BILBO. The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OvERToN] 

has offered an amendment, and it has already been adopted, 
providing for allocation of the lands to the individual farms. 
That has already been done. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that amendment was properly . 
made to the provision which directed the manner of allocat
ing the lands to the individual farms. I think also that in 
the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi, which gave 
to each farm family 7¥2 acres of exemption, coupled with 
other provisions in the bill and coupled with the general 
provision that notwithstanding the actual quota fixed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture the cotton produced upon the 
allotted acreage would actually fix the quota so far as mar
keting was concerned, a long step has been taken to correct 
the injustice suffered by the small farmer or the farmer 
maintaining a balanced farm program under the old A. A. A. 
Act and even under the soil-conservation program. 

But let me submit this to the Senator from Mississippi 
For instance, in the State of Georgia we have in the south
eastern section of the State, the coastal plain section of the 
state, farms with large open acreage; that is to say, we have 
a great many farms on which there is a large acreage of 
tillable land and land actually in cultivation. They do not 
raise cotton. They do raise some cash crop, but the Sena
tor from Louisiana knows as well as the Senator from Mis
sissippi that a tobacco crop requires only a few acres. The 
average farmer can cultivate only about 4 acres of tobacco, 
and that is a fair-sized crop for one family so far as tobacco 
is concerned. On those farms other cash crops are grown, 
but the acreage devoted to home consumption crops in the 
coastal section of the States, particularly along the Atlantic, 
js rather large, and not many of those counties immediately 
on the coast grow any eotton. 

Under the bill an allocation would be made to those coun
ties of a considerable cotton acreage, because when we 
exclude all the lands .that are devoted to the production 
of money crops or cash crops--

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
before he proceeds further with the analySis? 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly; I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. There-must be a cotton farm before there 

can be any allocation at all. If there is no cotton farm, then 
there is no allocation to that particular farm. 

Mr. GEORGE. This is the county allotment. 
Mr. OVERTON. Even in the county allotment. The pro

portion of tilled land on cotton farms--
Mr. GEORGE. But there are some farms in the county 

on which cotton is grown, and there are a great many farms · 
on which no cotton is produced. 

Mr. OVERTON. Those farms would not be entitled to 
any allocation at all. 

Mr. GEORGE. No; but the point I am trying to bring 
borne is that the county would get the advantage. 

Mr. BILBO. Oh, no. 
Mr. GEORGE. I am quite strre that under this amend

ment, if the Senator will carefully consider it, the county 
would get the advantage of the allocation. For instance, 
take a county in southeastern Georgia on the Atlantic in 
which there are only two farms that grow cotton, but there 
are 500 farms that have large open acres. Under the pro
posal that county would get a considerable quota. 

Mr. BILBO. Oh, no. 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, may I submit the observa

tion to the Senator from Georgia that he is in error, and I 
think, upon refiection, he will discover his error? 

Mr. GEORGE. I should be glad to know about that. If 
I am in error on that point I have no objection to the amend
ment. 

Mr. OVERTON. I think all that is necessary is to read 
to the Senator the paragraph as amended. It reads as 
follows: 

The proportion that land devoted. to tmed lands on cotton farms 
1n the county 1s of the land devoted to tilled land on all cotton 
farms 1n the State; provided, however, that the land devoted to 
crops for market other than cotton shall be excluded 1n deter
m1ning the tllled lands under this subsection. 

Therefore, we have to start with a cotton farm in order 
that the farm may get any allocation at all. Then when 
we have the cotton farm we exclude all tilled land except the 
land devoted to the actual production of cotton or .home
consumption crops. 

Mr. GEORGE. And no open or tilled land on a farm that 
did not grow cotton during the 5-year period would be 
considered in making the allocation to that county. 

Mr. OVERTON. That is correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. That would help a great deal if that is 

the correct construction. I have not thought it correct, 
however. That would not cure it entirely, because we have 
in Georgia large areas formerly devoted to the growing of 
sea-island cotton. With the advent of the boll weevil, the 
growing of sea-island or long-staple cotton was practically 
abandoned or entirely abandoned for the most part. 

On those farms there is soce cotton farming. but it is 
very meager, rather on patches, small acreage. I can see 
that there would be some increase in the acreage in many 
counties in Georgia, and also some decrease in acreage in 
other sections of the State. 

Mr. BILBO. To what commodity is this land which was 
formerly used for sea-island cotton devoted? 

Mr. GEORGE. In some instances tobacco, in some in
stances cane, and in some instances other money crops, 
but for the most part the greater portion of the tilled land 
1s devoted to home-consumption crops-corn. and feed, and 
food crops. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, under the Overton amend
ment all market crops are excluded. 

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that. 
Mr. OVERTON. Tobacco, peanuts, wheat, sugarcane, or 

any other market crop would be absolutely excluded, and the 
allocations are made on the basis of the cotton crop, plus 
the little home-consumption crop that might be grown. 

Mr. GEORGE. I quite agree with the Senator that that 
amendment was of very great help, and if the construction 

• 
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which the Senator from Mississippi and the Senator from 
Louisiana put on paragraph ( 1) is the correct construction
and on close observation it seems to be-the difficulty which 
I had in my mind would be very largely obviated. 

Mr. President, I wish to express myself again as being in 
thorough accord with the purpose to correct the injustice 
which may have been done to the small farmer, and to the 
farmer who maintains a balanced program, cuts down his 
crop, and who today, although he possesses large acreage, is 
cultivating only a mere patch of land that might be put into 
cotton because of the old allotments that were given him. I 
have very great sympathy with the purpose to obviate that 
injustice, and to correct it, and I must recognize that that 
injustice has existed in my State. 

Under the construction which has been given to para
graph (1), and in view of the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Louisiana, I can see that no very great injus
tice will result, that is, there will be no very great, drastic 
shifting of the cotton areas within a State. Within the 
county, I think the principle is sound, and ought to be 
retained. 

I am not so sure how the third paragraph of the amend
ment, that is, as to the number of families, would affect the 
allocation to the county. But I can see, of course, a very 
strong reason for taking into consideration the number of 
families, because, after all, the allocation should be made 
upon the basis of those who live on the land, and who must 
have their support from the land, as well as on the previous 
history of the base acreage method of arriving at an allot
ment, which we have heretofore employed. I think unques
tionably these principles should be preserved. 

I desire to make one observation in conclusion: That if 
the allocation of the State's quota should be made on the 
basis of the formula set out in paragraph (2), due regard 
should be given also by the Secretary to the formulas set 
out in paragraphs (1) and (3). Perhaps we might be able 
to correct the injustice in allocations between counties and 
yet at the same time save an unusual allocation to a few 
counties in almost every cotton-growing State which they 
perhaps are not demanding, and which perhaps they would 
not use. It might follow, as my colleague has pointed out, 
that the State's whole quota would be thereby reduced. If 
cotton farmers in one particular county or section did not 
utilize the allotted acreage given them, naturaly, those acres 
could not be utilized by the farmers in other sections, and 
the result would be that the total quota of the State might 
be reduced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, because I am not familiar 
with the cultivation of wheat I have never attempted to dis
cuss the question of wheat production, and I assume that 
to Members of the Senate from States other than the cotton
growing States any discussion of the cotton question would 
be tiresome. I wish to say to them, however, that it is of 
great importance to those of us who do represent cotton
growing States. 

It occurred to me several days ago to endeavor to ascer
tain the effect of the bill upon my State. I learned that at 
the other end of the Capitol, during the consideration of the 
farm bill, some Member of the House of Representatives had 
asked the Department of Agriculture for information as to 
the effect the provisions of the bill would have upon the 
allotments to States and to counties in the States. I asked 
for that information from the Department based upon the 
provisions of the Senate committee bill. In response to my 
inquiry, I received information as to the States of Arkansas 
and Mississippi, but no information as to the effect upon my 
own State. 

A map sent to me as to Arkansas I gave to the Senators 
from Arkansas, and as to Mississippi to the Senators from 
Mississippi, but before giving those maps to those Senators 
I did look at them, and I will state what the maps disclose, 
based upon the provisions of the bill as reported by the 
committee. 

In Mississippi there is a county called Han1son, and in 
the county of Harrison last year cotton was raised on 353 
acres. Under the provisions of the Senate committee bill 
the farmers there would be entitled to an increase of 511 
percent over last year's production. 

I do not know the home county of the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. Bn.aoJ, but I think it is Pearl River 
County. In that county there would be an increase of 191 
percent. Am I right that the Senator comes from Pearl 
River County? 

Mr. BILBO. The Senator is correct. Will the Senator tell 
the Senate how many acres we would then have in cultiva
tion, in one of the largest counties of the State? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I would be delighted to 
give the information, but I do not know, and I would be glad 
to have the Senator do it. 

Mr. BILBO. We had 4,076 acres in cultivation. The 191 
percent will give us 7,805 acres, about half the size of one 
plantation in the Mississippi Valley, for the whole county. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, what I am referring to is 
the map sent by the Department. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
one question? 

Mr. BYRNES. I have but a few minutes; but I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. The figures the Senator is quoting apply 

to the Senate bill before it was amended. 
Mr. BYRNES. I have said so several times, that it was 

the bill as it was reported- by the committee. I was 
prompted to make the inquiry because of the map furnished 
by the Department based upon the House bill. 

Mr. President, I came from the coast section of my own 
State, and I noted that in the county of Charleston, where 
I was born, under the provisions of the . bill in the House 
there would be an increase of more than 500 percent. I 
knew the farmers there could not use that much land and 
that if a 500-percent increase were allotted to that county 
it would mean that the cotton would not be planted, that the 
farmers would plant vegetables and truck; but that increase 
had to come from other counties. 

The county in my State in which I now live is the largest 
cotton-producing county, and under the provisions of the 
House bill, as reported, it would be allowed next year just 70 
percent of the acreage of this year. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRNES. I must decline to yield now. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to 

yield. 
Mr. BYRNES. Let me state what it would mean in my 

county to reduce the acreage to 70 percent of this year's 
crop. In the county in which I live there are small farmers; 
men who live on their farms and do their own work with 
their families working in the fields. To reduce the acreage 
to 70 percent ·of this year's crop would result in nothing 
short of civil war next year. That provision in the House 
bill disappeared, and I am informed that as the bill passed 
the House it was improved upon. 

In the Senate the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] 
offered an amendment to paragraph (1) which has improved 
it to a great extent. But let me state the situation which 
confronts the cotton-growing States. 

A new basis is being provided. I do not know what efiect 
it will have in my State; I have not been able to ascertain. 
Paragraph (3) provides: 

The number of families composed of two or more persons actu
ally residing annually on and actually engaged in the production 
or growing of cotton, together with other farm crops, on the tilled 
lands of the county. 

What does that mean? I do not know. I know the theory 
of the bill, and I know that if I were administering the law 
I would have to take a census before I could make an allot
ment. I would have to take a census · to find out how many 
families there were, how many families of two or more, and 
how many of such families were actually residing on the 
land and actually engaged in the production of cotton; and 
I could not put the law into effect in 12 months. 
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What are we to do about it? Whoever framed the bill 

had an entirely different theory. We find, on page 34, in 
subdivision (b), the provision: 

The national marketing quota shall be apportioned by the Secre
tary among the several States-

How?.._ 
on the basis of the proportion that the normal production of cotton 
for such State 1s of the national marketing quota. 

That is bow it 1s to be divided among the States. Then, 
when we get to the next page, having gotten a quota for the 
State, the question is, How will we divide it within the State? 

Paragraph (2) on the next page follows the policy set 
forth as to the States, and in paragraph (2) it is provided 
that the quota allotted to the State shall be divided among 
the counties in "the proportion that the normal production 
of cotton for the county is of the State marketing quota." 
Following the exact statement upon which the allotment for 
the State is based, we fix a basis for the county in paragraph 
(2). But then there are put into it two entirely different 
factors, subsections (1) and (3). What they mean, the 
Lord only knows. 

I feel better about No. (1) by reason of the amendment 
of the Senator from Louisiana rMr. OVERTON], because I 
think it destroys No. (1). If I did not think that, I would feel 
terrible about No. (1). But I know that No. (3) can never be 
enforced unless the Census Bureau is called in to take a 
census of the farmers. If whoever drew the bill or whoever 
introduced it had the logical idea of saying that the produc
tion for the State shall be so and so, and the same principle 
shall apply to the county, we would then know what would 
happen under its provisions. If we look into the definition, 
we find that the bill provides that the normal yield shall be 
the yield for 5 years. Whatever trotible may have arisen 
during the 5 years-and trouble did arise-it was settled 5 
years, or 4 years, or 3 years ago, and now the farmers have 
become reconciled to it. 

The basis is established. Just as soon as we establish it, 
then the proponents of this plan come along and say we are 
going to uproot it all, and we are going to make a new division. 
To call for a census of the families and make a new appor
tionment, when nobody knows what it is going to do, will 
cause more dissatisfaction than anything else that could 
possibly be done. 

Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, this is the most 
important part of this bill; and if it would cause in my State 
the result that it caused in the State of Mississippi, so far as 
the map heretofore presented shows, then, so far as I am con
cerned, I will vote against the whole bill, because I am not 
prepared to see the individual farmers engage in civil war in 
my state-the little fellows about whom we have heard so 
much. 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS] spoke 
for about a half hour the other day about the little farmer. 
The Senator is not here now. When we tell the little farmer 
who lives ·on his farm and who cultivates his farm, the man 
concerning whom we have heard so much oratory, that he 
can plant next year only 70 percent of the acreage planted 
this year, and that we are going t.o take his acreage and 
give it to another county in which they cannot plant that 
acreage, we might as wen tell him we will give it to Michi
gan or Indiana, because they can use it just as well. 

The Department of Agriculture has worked this thing out 
over a period of 5 years. It has worked it out with the 
county committees and the State committees, and they ar
rived at the basis they now have. When we disturb it we 
ought to have some good reason for doing so. We should at 
least know where we are going. I am willing to leave it to 
the Department; but if we are not going to do that, then 
we ought to stick to subsection No. (2) in respect to allot
ment. That provides the same basis that we use in allotting 
cotton to the States. If we are going to do it on the basis 
of the analysis of the number of families who are actually 
engaged in the cultivation of cotton, whether on their own 

home farms or as tenants or sharecroppers, we will not put 
this plan into operation for 2 years after the bill is passed. 

Mr. President, I hope that subdivision (2) will be agreed 
to, but that subdivision No. (1) and subdivision No. (3) Will 
be stricken out. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 
Mr. BITJ30. The Senator made the statement that during 

the last 4 or 5 years they have been operating on this basis 
and that the farmers are now all satisfied. 

Mr. BYRNES. I said ·"reconciled." 
Mr. BILBO. Reconciled, or satisfied, or contented, or any 

way the Senator wants to put it. I simply want to state for 
the Senator's information that in practically three-fourths 
of the counties in my State the farmers have held mass meet
ings and have said that unless there is a change in the 
allotment they do not want any control bill. If the Senator 
wants to kill the cotton-control program in respect to the 
referendum vote to be taken, if the Senator does not agree to 
some equitable adjustment of the injustice that has been 
done, why, then, let him defeat the whole program. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I am entirely content to do 
this. I understand that subdivision No. (1) and subdivision 
No. {3) were inserted in the bill by the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. Bn.Bo]. I am entirely agreeable to have an 
amendment providing that those factors shall apply to the 
State of Mississippi. I am entirely willing that that should 
be done. The Senator knows the State of Mississippi, but 
I know the State of South Carolina. I am entirely content 
to have him provide that allotment for the State of Mis
sissippi, but I do not want him to destroy all the other cot
ton States in order to help the State of Mississippi. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I occupy a rather diffi
cult position in this matter, but I feel it is my duty to express 
my convictions in view of all that has taken place here. The 
bill as originally introduced broke down into county appor
tionments on exactly the same basis as the apportionments 
were made between the states, namely, on the basis of the 
average for the last 5 years, and that included the year just 
behind us, 1937, with the wonderful yield and production in 
every State and in every county in the Cotton Belt. The bill 
was so introduced. At least the cotton section was so pre
pared and so presented by me as the author of the cotton title 
in the main. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. BILBo] desired amend
ments to that, which he frankly stated were intended 
to shift production,. and he frankly stated here on the fioor 
that he desired under some formula to shift production from 
some counties in his State to other counties in his State. 
He thinks that is right. I have no quarrel with that. We 
went along with this bill for some time and a number of 
suggestions which were presented were rejected, and finally 
I agreed that these two amendments proposed by the Senator 
from Mississippi may be put in the bill. If it had been left 
to me alone I would not have raised any controversy about 
the matter. Controversy has been raised, however. I think. 
it is demonstrated that an overwhelming majority of the 
Senators from the cotton States are opposed to the amend
ments presented by the Senator from Mississippi. 

It seems to me that the fair thing to do, and the best 
thing to do, is to preserve as best we can the status quo 
especially as presented by the most · current, up-to-date ex
perience in the production of cotton. That status quo was 
preserved, and is preserved without controversy here in the 
division of the allocations between the States. If the argu
ment for the shifts from one area to another is justified, 
then it would be equally justified for shifts from one state 
to another on the same principle. But we worked out a 
basis here, and it seems to me that the safest plan, the most 
equitable plan, the one that will do the least injustice to 
localities is to preserve a situation that has been built up by 
the farmers themselves. 

The Senate has heard more or less about correcting in~ 
justices that were done under the former control program. 
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The truth is that we never had but 1 year under a control 
program except as it was worked out by voluntary agree
ments. The Bankhead Cotton Act wa.s not passed until 
1934, and not approved until late in April, and by that time 
all the cotton had been planted, and planted under the 
voluntary contracts made under A. A. A. So that measure 
at that time did not change in any material way the quan
tity of cotton produced or planted on the farms. It did 
work injustice in limitations upon the sale of cotton pro
duced on many farms, but not in the matter of cotton planted 
or acreage planted, and the total yield from the farms and 
from the counties and from the States. That is a well
known fact, probably to every Senator in the Cotton Belt. 
The first year was not changed by the control program. I 
am not talking about the injustice in the baleage allotments; 
but the acreage and the production were not brought under 
the provisions of that control program until after the cotton 
crop had been planted. The injustices came in the baleage 
allotment. 

So the matter proceeded, and in 1935 the Department of 
Agriculture followed the basis adopted in 1934, very much 
against my protest and my earnest appeals. But for one 
year, in 1935, the crop was planted a-fter the control program 
went into operation. · 

The Senate will recall that the A. A. A. was invalidated 
early in January 1936, and that was followed by the repeal 
of the Bankhead Act, so that all planting of cotton in 1936 
and all planting of cotton in 1937 has been entirely voluntary. 
The acreage adopted on every farm has been as the result 
of the voluntary action of the farmer engaged in farming 
the farm. There has been no compulsory control of any 
sort. 

So that instead of acreage being taken away from one 
county and added to another, under the old program it 
was simply built up upon the historical experience of the 
farmers in those counties themselves. They made a record 
of production. Of course, in some counties where there 
were cut-over timber lands, additional farms had been 
brought in, but cotton cultivation itself had practically ~ 
been voluntary, both the planting and the failure to plant. 
That applies to the allotment to the States as well as it 
does to the counties. 

I think it will be unfortunate, Senators, to bring about 
any general shift in production from county to county. 
County economy has been built up over a number of years 
in various counties, upon the basis of the volume of' cotton 
produced in those counties and the probable return from 
the sale of that cottonseed. 

If we do adopt the plan which brings about important 
shifts, we upset and disjoint ·a long built-up voluntary situa
tion in the various counties in the Cotton Belt. I submit to 
the Senate that it is a dangerous thing to do. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BANKHEAD. · I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Complaint has been made to me that 

if we adopt the basis referred to now by the Senator from 
Alabama it would also bring in those who do not cooperate, 
and those who did not theretofore diversify. Is that true? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. No; that would have no effect at all. 
This is a program which provides within the county the 
number of bales that should be allotted in that county, with
out regard to cooperation or noncooperation. That has noth
ing to do with the allotment to the individual farms. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I may again interrupt the Senator to 
say that my view is that the counties ought to be prorated 
on the same basis as the States. I think some consideration 
ought to be given to the matter I just pointed out within 
the county. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The committee did, as the Senator will 
find. We have adopted in the main a percentage of the 
cultivated acreage on each farm, regardless of past history, 
regardless of cooperation or noncooperation. We put the 
farms upon the basis of a percentage of the tilled land upon 

. the farms and therefore gave to every farm the same proper-

tion of tilled land to be planted to cotton, regardless of his
torical experience. We wiped out all of those old injustices. 
We wiped out all the previous formulas and ruies for allot
ment. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; I yield to the Senator from Mis

sissippi. 
Mr. BILBO. If the Senator contends that no injustice is 

being done to the hill sections of the Cotton Belt, how does 
he explain the fact that there have been so many mass 
meetings of the cotton farmers in the hill sections, demand
ing that in any control program passed by this Congress the 
injustices or grievances be wiped out and adjusted? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In the first place, I have not heard of 
any such meetings. I myself live in a hill county, live in 
the mountains, and I have not heard of any such meetings. 

Mr. BILBO. Will the Senator agree to pass over this part 
of the bill, and let me present to the Senate tomorrow reso
lutions showing what has happened and is happening? 
. Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not think that would change the 
program. It wouid not change my judgment, _because I do 
not know what representations were made. I have in my 
desk now a petition which came from one of the counties 
in the State of Mississippi, signed apparently by several 
thousand farmers in a congressional district down there, 
where the representative came up here and claimed that 
his people were all against compulsory control. The peti
tion was sent to me. I showed it to the Senator. 
· Mr. BILBO. That is an entirely dtlferent question. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I showed the Senator the signatures 
of several thousand voters upon the petition, showing that 
on the representations made by the representative from 
that district, they may have opposed compulsory control, 
but that on a fuil consideration they were in favor of 
compulsory control. 

I agree with the Senator, but I call his attention to the 
fact-and I think he will find, if he .will examine his reso
lutions, that they are consistent with what I am saying
that they have protested against the individual farm allot
ments, and not the State or the county allotments. 

Mr. BILBO. No; the Senator is wrong about that. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I assume they have urged, in the Sen

ator's territory, as they have in mine, that the basis for farm 
allotments be changed to a percentage of the cuitivated 
acreage upon the farms. 

Mr. BILBO. With all due deference to the Senator from 
Alabama, he is wrong in that statement; and I want to 
make this observation--

Mr. BANKHEAD. I may be, but I would not change mY 
mind if some of the Senator's constituents in the hills down 
there wanted to take cotton away from other counties. 
That would not change my judgment. 

Mr. Bil.JBO. I am convinced that the Senator from Ala
bama has his mind made up; but I shall not desist from 
trying to get before the Senate the great wrong that is being 
done to the hill farmers in the Cotton Belt. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator will admit that under this 
program the hill farmers get their proportion based upon 
the production they have had for the past 5 years. 

Mr. BILBO. Very well; but that production has been cut 
down by the program which has been in force heretofore. 
That is what I was complaining about. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. How was it cut down? 
Mr. BILBO. It has been cut down for the past 2 years 

under the soil-conservation campaign. I hold in my hand 
the Government's estimates of the percentages in which the 
farmer was permitted to plant cotton if he enjoyed any 
soil-conservation payments, which show that many counties 
were getting 80 percent and others 25 percent", some 24 per
cent, some 17 percent--

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I cannot yield any more 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to 
yield further. 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator from Mississippi has had 

a great deal of time. He is now talking, as everybody fa
miliar with this situation knows, about farm allotments, 
and not county allotments. The county allotments have 
always been made upon the basis of the official ginning 
records. 

Mr. BILBO. These are the allotments by counties. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; and they are made, not upon the 

basis the Senator has indicated, but they have been made 
all the time upon the basis of the percentage that the 
county's ginning bears to the State's ginning, a matter of 
official record from the ginning records. Under that basis, 
of course, no allotment could be taken away from any 
county, nor could any injustice be done it in the matter of 
making county allotments. 

As to the third proposition, for a census, my friend from 
South Carolina [Mr. BYRNEs] has discussed it. I do not 
know what effect it would have. I do not know whether it 
would make any changes or not. I know it would take a 
long time to develop it when you go to count each family on 
each cotton farm in each county and in each State in the 
Cotton Belt. If you should delay until that count was com
pleted and that census taken before you could make an allot
ment to counties, it would be too late to do it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Alabama has expired. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, when the bill was reported 
by the Agricultural Committee of the Senate it provided, in 
paragraph (1) of subsection (c) of section 31, that the Sec
retary of Agriculture~ in making allotments for cotton pro
duction, should take into consideration the proportion ~at 
the land devoted to tilled lands on cotton farms in the 
county is of the land devoted to tilled lands on all cotton 
farms in the State. 

"Tilled lands" are defined in the bill to be all lands that 
are devoted to soil-depleting row crops and soil-depleting 

· feed crops. Therefore, as the bill was reported by the com
mittee, the Secretary of Agriculture would have to take into 
consideration on any cotton farm not simply the land that 
was devoted to the production of cotton, but the land that 
was devoted to any other crop; as, for instance, peanuts or 
wheat or com or sugar. It was manifestly unfair that we 
should undertake to allocate among the different counties an 
allotment of cotton based on the production of wheat or 
sugar or peanuts or other crops. 

I offered an amendment the purpose of which was to 
eoiTect what I conceived to be that error. That was the sole 

· purpose of my amendment. Paragraph (1), therefore, under 
my amendment, calls upon the Secretary of Agriculture to 
take into consideration the lands on cotton farms that are 

. devoted to the cultivation of cotton and to home-consump. 
· tion crops. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. OVERTON. Yes; I yield to the Senator from New 

Mexico. 
Mr. HATCH. I stated to the Senator from Louisiana 

a while ago that in my opinion his amendment did greatly 
improve paragraph numbered (1), which I think it does. I 
ask the Senator from U>uisiana now if in his opinion it 
would not be better from an administrative standpoint and 

1 

every other standpoint to eliminate paragraph (1) alto
gether? Would not the bill be better if that paragraph 
were eliminated? 

Mr. OVERTON. I may say to the Senator from New 
Mexico that he and I discussed paragraph (1), and I was 
largely influenced in the amendment I proposed by bis 
analytical consideration of paragraph (1). The reason why 
I worded my amendment so that the Secretary of Agricul-

. ture could take into consideration home-consumption crops 
was to do justice to the cotton farmers who had undertaken 
to diversify, who had undertaken to plant a portion of their 
lands to feed crops for their livestock, and to vegetables and 
other products that went upon their tables. 

I did not think it was proper for the Secretary of Agri
culture not to take into consideration the little fanner-

and it 1s especially the little farmer who has undertaken to 
produce home-consumption cropg in the way of food for his 
family and feed for his livestock-in making these alloca
tions, because, as a matter of fact, the great complaint I 
have received from the small farmers is that under the old 
regime; whether it was under the A. A. A. or under the 
Bankhead Act or what not, in the past the little farmer has, 
under the allocations, been reduced to a mere pittance. He 
depends on cotton as his cash crop, and some of them have 
received an allocation below one-half a bale; and how can 
the little farmer subsist upon the income that would be pro
duced from the sale of a half bale of cotton? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 
further--

Mr. OVERTON. I shall be very glad to yield. 
Mr. HATCH. That would hardly be possible under the 

other amendment providing for 7% acres. 
Mr. OVERTON. I think that is a. great help. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, does not that wholly 

protect the farmer? 
Mr. OVERTON. I want to say that if paragraph (1) is 

retained in the bill it certainly ought to be retained as modi
fied by the amendment :I have proposed. Otherwise a very 
great injustice will be done to the cotton farmer, and I think 
everybody agrees to that. Whether paragraph (1) shall be 
retained or not, as far as I am concerned, I have no recom
mendation to make to the Senate; but if it is retained, I 
think it ought to be retained as modified by the amend
ment I propose. 

I shall be very glad now to yield to the senior Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I was just going to ask 
the Senator if the essential provision for the small farmer, 
the one that protects him, is not the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Mississippi of 7% acres? 

Mr. OVERTON. I think that is a great protection to him. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I think so, too. I think that protects 

him. 
Mr. OVERTON. I think the little fellow who did under 

the past regime, during the past 5 years, undertake to plant 
home-consumption crops for the sustenance of his family 
and the livestock on his farm ought to be given considers.- . 
tion for the acreage that he has devoted to that purpose. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. OVERTON. I shall be glad to yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I understand that the Senator's amend-

ment to paragraph (1) has already been adol1f;ed. 
Mr. OVERTON. It has already been adopted. 
Mr. CONNALLY. So it is now a part of paragraph (1). 
Mr. OVERTON. It is a part of paragraph (1) • 

Mr. CONNALLY. The vote will come on the retention of 
paragTaph (1). If it is retained, the Senator's amendment 
will be retained. If it is not retained, as I understand, the 
Senator is indifferent. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator from Texas for that 
suggestion, because that is the parliamenta-ry situation. 

Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand, then, the Senator is 
satisfied whether his amendment goes out or whether it iS 
retained, because his amendment will be a part of the para
graph if it is retained. 

Mr. OVERTON. Yes; that is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the sub

section as modified. 
Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, is the pending question on 

the adoption of the paragraph? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the adoption of the para

graph as amended. 
Mr. BYRNES. On page 35, beginning with line 3, I move 

to strike out subsection (1); and beginning on line 8, I move 
to strike out subsection (3). 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I understood that under the ruling we 

have been considering these paragraphs separately, so that 
each one would come up automatically. 
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Mr. BYRNES. I thought as did the Senator from Texas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair -will state that 

these subparagraphs went in with the section, and they 
have been amended. They were simply passed over, so that 
until the amendment was proposed by the Senator from 
South Carolina the question recurred upon the paragraph 
as amended. 

Mr. CONNALLY. What is the paragraph-(c)? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Paragraph (c). 
Mr. CONNALLY. The entire paragraph (c)? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct. 
Mr. CONNALLY. If that is correct, it is necessary to offer 

the amendment. 
Mr. BYRNES. I offer the amendment. 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, before I vote upon that 

amendment I should like to submit a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. OVERTON. Does the RECORD show that the amend

ment I have proposed on page 36, line 6, has been agreed to? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That has been agreed to. 
Mr. OVERTON. I desire to know whether it has been 

agreed to, and does the REcoRD show that it has been 
agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has been agreed to, and 
the RECORD shows that it has been agreed to. 

Mr. BYRNES. The first amendment I offer is to strike out 
paragraph (1), beginning in line 3, page 35. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
BYRNES]. 

Mr. BffiBO. Mr. President, I presume I have a right to 
speak on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has 15 minutes 
on the amendment. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, being a member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and knowing the demands 
of the people of my State representing three-fourths of the 
State, I sought to respond to their wish and their appeal by 
perfecting all of subsection (c) by the addition of the two 
proposals of this formula. 

I am very anxious that the control program be voted for 
when the referendum is held, but knowing the temper and 
attitude of the people of my State, knowing of the injustices 
which I have repeatedly enumerated here tonight, and that 
unless there is placed in the hands of the Secretary of Agri
culture some authority and some discretion so that he will 
be in a position to correct those inequalities, I am fearful 
of the final adoption of the farm program by the people of 
the Cotton Belt. I think the whole program will be jeopard
ized. I can tell by the resolutions adopted by mass meetings 
in my State, the telegrams, letters, and petitions that come 
to me from the hill sections of my State, that they are keenly 
interested, and even if they are not aroused at this time, 
when they find out what will happen to them and how they 
have been discriminated against, I prophesy that the storm 
will increase and will jeopardize the whole program. 

Again I want to call the attention of the Senate to how 
this injustice has been operating as disclosed by a sheet that 
has been prepared by the Department as to the cotton-base 
ratio of 1936 as compared with the croplands of various 
counties. 

I invite attention to the county of Alcorn, Miss., one of 
the most populous white counties in the State, where there 
is a cotton farmer on every hill and in every valley. Under 
the soil-conservation campaign and under the A. A. A. cam
paign they have been permitted to grow only 43.8 percent of 
their croplands in cotton. 

In the county of Leflore, where they do large plantation. 
farming, insurance-company farming, city farming, they are 
permitted to plant 73.5 percent of the croplands of that 
county to cotton. 

In Chickasaw County only 43.4 percent of the croplands 
are permitted, under the control program of soil-conserva
tion and the cotton-control program under the Bankhead 

Cotton Act, to be planted to cotton, and that is all that will 
be permitted to be planted to cotton under this bill unless 
the amendment is adopted; but in Coahoma County 83.2 
percent of the croplands may be planted to cotton. 

I note in the splendid county of Greene only 30.6 percent 
of the croplands of the county are permitted to be planted 
to cotton. In Tunica County, 75 percent of the croplands 
may be planted to cotton. In Neshoba County, which is one 
of the populous counties of the State, 55 percent of the 
croplands are permitted to grow cotton, and that is the 
same basis that my friends the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. BYRNES] and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD] are trying to enforce under this bill. Only 55 
percent of their base acreage today of the croplands in that 
county will be permitted to grow cotton, and if there is any 
additional reduction, it must come off that percentage. 
Yet right across the way in Humphreys County 78.5 percent 
of the croplands are permitted to be grown in cotton. 

The percentage in some of the other counties is as follows: 
Jones County, 43.7 percent; Smith County, 49.7 percent; Lee 
County, 48.6 percent; Stone County, 24 percent. Stone 
County is a splendid agricultural county, and yet under the 
crop-control basis those farmers have been discriminated 
against until they are permitted to grow only 24 percent of 
their croplands in cotton, while the rich fertile county of 
Bolivar may grow 84.4 percent. This is the result of the 
program which my friends, the Senators from Alabama and 
South Carolina, want to put into this bill. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis
sissippi yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. BILBo·. r ·yield. 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I should like to make inquiry 

about the status as between the text of the House bill and 
the provisions of the Senate bill. In making that inquiry 
I should like to make this statement, with which I think 
the Senator from Mississippi will agree. 

I am a member of the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. The question of all the details of the cotton title of 
the bill was very largely, almost exclusively, left to the 
representatives of the States in which cotton is grown. 

Mr. BffiBO. That is correct. 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Those representatives reported 

back to the committee on a title. So far as I am concerned, 
and I think so far as the committee was concerned, there 
was not involved in that title any dispute such as we have 
before the Senate now. If there was a dispute it should 
have been presented to the committee and should have been 
argued there. It· is extremely difficult for those of us who 
are not familiar with the problems of the cotton States even 
to understand the meaning of this discussion. It seems to 
me that, if possible, this dispute should be left to the con
ferees with the hope that there the problem may be worked 
out. 

I should like to inquire whether or not there is a sufficient 
difference between the text of the House bill and the pro
Visions of the Senate bill, if the amendment of the Senator 
from South Carolina is adopted or if the amendment of the 
Senator from South Carolina is rejected, to have this ques
tion fought out by the conferees? 

Mr. BILBO. If the amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina is adopted it would do away with any opportunity 
to correct the inequities in conference, because there is noth
ing in the text of the House bill that would enable us to put 
this proposition into conference. It is my understanding, as 
a member of the committee, that this formula, with three 
legs on it, was agreed to by the committee and that the 
committee came before the Senate as a body recommending 
it. I am sorry to see that one of the members of the com
mittee has gone astray. 

What I am contending is that if there be any question 
about the effect this is going to have, then let the amend
ments go to conference with the House conferees, and let us 
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find out in the meantime if there is any possibility of ad
Justing the differences. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BILBO. Certainly. 
Mr. OVERTON. I have been informed that if the amend

ment of the Senator from South Carolina is adopted there 
will be nothing in conference, because the provision in the 
text of the House bill is similar to subparagraph (2). 

Mr. Bll.BO. That is correct. 
Mr. OVERTON. That is all that under the amendment 

of the Senator from South Carolina would be retained in the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. BILBO. That is correct. I appreciate the Senator's 
contribution because it is the truth about the situation. 
If we adopt the amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Carolina it would destroy any opportunity on the 
part of the conferees even to consider adjustment of the 
wrongs about which three-fourths of the counties of one 
Commonwealth have complained. I certainly think the three 
proposals ought to go to conference so we may have an 
opportunity to try to bring about an adjustment. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President. will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BILBO. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. I believe the Senator is mistaken with ref

erence to the cotton provisions of the House bill. I should 
like to inquire of the Senator. from his examination of the 
bill. if there is anything in the House bill similar in language 
or any language having a meaning that would be similar 
in character to subparagraphs (1) and (3) on page 35 of 
the Senate bill. 

Mr. BILBO. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Mn.r.ERJ to answer the Senator,s question. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the provision in the House 
bill with reference to the allotment or apportionment to the 
counties is found on page 67 in paragraph (c) , and a refer
ence to it discloses that no formula is prescribed in the 
House bill, so that if subparagraphs (1) and (3) are taken 
out of the Senate bill in accordance with the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES], 
then the only method of apportionment would be under sub
paragraph (2) of the Senate bill, which corresponds to para
graph (d) of the House bill, so there would really be nothing 
in conference except some language which, when analyzed, 
means the same thing. 

Mr. McGILL. The Senator from Arkansas is of the opin
ion that if subparagraphs (1) and (3) are retained, the 
subject matter would be in conference? 

Mr. MILLER. There is no doubt about it. 
Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, for reasons that should be 

obvious to anyone who has listened to the 32 utterly con
meting speeches on the subject of cotton that have been 
made here since oi o'clock, I move to amend the pending 
amendment by adding after the last word thereof the fol
lowing: 

The Chair shall immediately appoint a committee of three, who, 
by peaceful means, shall endeavor to preva.ll upon at least two 
Senators from cotton-growing States to agree before Christmas 
upon at least one sentence of the pending bill relative to the 
production and control of cotton. 

[Laughter.] 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment is not in 

order. The question is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from South Carolina. [Putting the question.] 
The Chair is in doubt. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, a parliamentary inqUiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The senator will state it. 
Mr. McGILL. Are we votln.g on the amendment proposed 

by the Senator from South Carolina or upon the committee 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the 
motion of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES] 
to strike out subparagraph (1) of paragraph (c) on page 35 
of the bill. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McKELLAR <when his name was called). On this 
vote I have a pair with the senior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ToWNSEND], but I have been informed that on this 
question he would vote as I shall vote. I vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. AUSTIN. I desire to announce the following general 

pairs: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAVIS] with the 

Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LoGAN]; 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD J with the 

Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS]; 
The junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Nnl With 

the Senator from Dlinois [Mr. LEwlsJ; and 
The senior Senator from North Dakota rMr. FRAziER] with 

the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH]. 
I am advised the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. F'RA.zn:Rl 

would if prec;ent vote ''nay." 
Mr. MINTON. The Senator from Florida. [Mr. ANDREWS], 1 

the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BERRY], the junior Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BnmJ, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mrs. CARAWAY], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK], 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. Gn.LETTEl, the senior Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. GI.Assl, the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
HITCHCOCK], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LEwis], the Sen
ator from Kentucky rMr. loGAN]. the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. Pn-nLANJ, the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATH
ERS J, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMiml, the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
VAN NUYsJ, and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
WALSH] are unavoidably detained from the Senate. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. HuGHES] is absent on 
account of illness. 

Mr. BARKLEY. On this vote I have a pair with the senior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], who is absent. 
Not knowing how he would vote if present, I withhold my 
vote. 

The result was announced-yeas 47, nays 19, as follows: 

Adams 
Ashurst 
Austin 
Balley 
Bankhead 
Bone 
Bridges 
Brown, N.H. 
Bulkley 
Bulow 
Burke 
Byrnes 

BUbo 
Brown, Mich. 
Ellender 
George 
Green 

Chavez 
Connally 
Copeland 
Dietertch 
Donahey 
Duify 
Gibson 
Graves 
Hale 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 

YEAB---4.7 
Holt 
King 
Lee 
Lodge 
McAdoo 
Mcca.rran 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
Murray 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 

NAYS--19 
Gu1fey Lundeen 
Harrison McGill 
Johnson. Colo. MUler 
La. Follette Minton 
Lonergan Moore 

NOT VOTING--30 

Andrews Davis LeWis 
Barkley Prazter Logan 
Berry Gerry Norris 
Borah Gillette Nye 
Byrd Glass Pittman 
Capper Hitchcock Shipstead 
Caraway Hughes Smathers 
Clark Johnson, Calif. Sm1th 

Pope 
Radcllfre 
Reynolds 
Russell 
Sheppard 
Stetwer 
ThoiQa.S, Utah 
Truman 
Wagner 
Wheeler 
White 

Neely 
Overton
Schwartz 
Bchwellenbach 

Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Walsh 

So Mr. BYRNES' amendment to the amendment of the com
mittee was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
BYRNEs] to strike from the committee amendment paragraph 
(3), which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 35, line 8, it is proposed to 
sbikeoutthefallo~: 

(3) The number of familles composed of two or more persons 
actually residini azmually on and actually engaged in the produc-
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tion or growing of cotton, together with other farm crops, on the 
tilled lands of the county. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
-Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I have consulted the 

members of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and 
I offer an amendment to the committee amendment to be 
inserted at the end of line 7. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to insert at the end of 
line 7, page 35, the following: 

The marketing quota for irrigated lands within irrigation dis
tricts wherein because of injury to or destruction of irrigation 
works or lack of a normal supply of water or other cause such 
lands have not for the past 5 years had a normal production of 
cotton, shall not be less than 70 percent of the amount of cotton 
produced on such lands in 1937. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment as amended was agreed to. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I wish now to offer a substitute 

for the cotton title to the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment is now in 

order, all the amendments to the cotton title having been 
acted on. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I had understood that I 
would be allowed to offer an amendment to the cotton title. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, when the title was being 
considered a day or so ago, the Senator from North Carolina 
suggested that he desired to offer an amendment to the 
title, and I assured him that when the time came there 
would be no objection so far as I was concerned; and if he 
has the amendment to offer, it should be offered before 
the substitute for the entire . title is presented. 

Mr. BAILEY. I will detain the Senate but a moment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 

request of the Senator from Kentucky that the Senator from 
North Carolina be permitted to offer an amendment to the 
cotton title? The Chair hears none, and the amendment 
will be stated for the information of the Senate. 

The CmEF CLERK. rt is proposed to insert at the proper 
place in the bill the following: 

Sec.-. If any producer of cotton shall have contracted with the 
Department of Agriculture (1) to sell not less than 30 percent of 
his cotton crop for export, (2) to comply with the stipulations of 
the Department as to soil conservation and the planting of non
soil-depleting crops, and (3) not to plant a larger acreage to cotton 
than his 10-year average (1927-37), he may elect at his option. to~ 
receive in lieu of all other rewards, except loans under title VII, 
a bounty of $10 per bale of 500 pounds for that portion of his 
annual crop of cotton sold by him for export not exceeding, how
ever, 60 percent of his production for any year, and the penalty 
herein provided shall not be imposed upon such farmer save in 
respect to such cotton as he produces in any year in excess of 
said 10-year average. This section shall apply whenever the spot 
market price of Middling cotton is 12 cents or less per pound. 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall prepare and publish appro
priate rules and regulations to carry into effect the purpose and 
intent of this section. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BA.ilJEY. Mr. President, is it too late for me to explain 
the amendment? I am satisfied that Senators will favor it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator is in order if he 
wishes to explain the amendment. 

Mr. BAnEY. I will be very brief because it is late, and I 
do not wish to detain the Senate. 

The amendment is an amendment which does not add to 
the expense of the bill. It does provide, however, that a cotton 
farmer complying with the terms of the law and the stipula
tions of the Department of Agriculture shall be permitted, at 
his option, to take a bounty of $10 a bale in lieu of all other 
benefits under the law. 

My reason for putting forward the amendment is that 
there is nothing in the proposed legislation, there is not a 
word in the bill, tending to preserve to the American people 
thetr export trade in cotton. We know that that trade has 

been lost very rapidly the last 5 years. We know that the 
foreign production of cotton has increased by 84 percent in 
the last 5 years. We know that unless we do something to 
preserve our export trade in cotton practically all the re
mainder of our cotton trade abroad, about 5,000,000 bales 
now, will go the way of the other 5,000,000 bales. 

I offer the amendment in order to get before the Senate, 
in the first place, and through the Senate, before the con
ferees, the principle of a substitution of benefits under the 
bill in order to encourage and I hope to preserve to some 
extent our export trade in cotton. Upon that I will be 
perfectly willing to have a vote. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator's amendment require 

that in order to get the $10 the farmer must cooperate like 
every other farmer? 

Mr. BAILEY. Absolutely. I put down the stipulation 
seriatim. He must comply with all the terms. 

Mr. CONNALLY. When does he have to exercise his 
option? 

Mr. BAILEY. He exercises the option when he agrees to 
sell his cotton, either 30 percent-that is the minimum-or 
up to 60 percent of his cotton. He can do that when he 
gets the cotton in his hands. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. Does the Senator's amendment apply 

only to cotton that is exported, or to cotton that has to be 
used? 

Mr. BAILEY. Just to the export cotton; that is all; and 
that is only for 60 percent of his crop. It cannot be more 
than that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BAILEY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, the senior Senator from 

South Carolina has a very important amendment that he 
wishes to offer. He is unable to be here tonight. It is an 
amendment with respect -to purchase of cotton. I want to 
see if the right can be preserved to him to present that 
amendment tomorrow. I told him when he left that I did 
not think we would finish the consideration of the bill 
tonight and he went away with the understanding that it 
would not be finished. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, is that an amendment to 
the cotton title? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is not necessarily an amendment to 
the cotton title, but it relates to cotton. It is an amend
ment directing the Commodity Credit Corporation to go into 
the market and buy a certain quantity of cotton. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Would that be an amendment in the 
cotton title? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Not necessarily at all; but I did not 
want to take any chance about it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. My reason for inquiring is that if it is 
not essentially offered to the cotton title~ the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. LEEJ desired to offer his substitute to the 
cotton title and speak on it for 15 minutes; so if that amend
ment has to be offered in another place in the bill we might 
be able to dispose of the substitute with no prejudice to the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Ken
tucky permit the Chair to make a statement? The Chair 
is informed that the amendment presented by the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] was ordered to be printed 
and to lie on the table. The Senator asks that it be inserted 
at page 82. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is not in the cotton title, so there 
is no prejudice. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is entirely agreeable. I wanted 
to see that the Senator's rights were preserved, and that he . 
did not lose his rights through any technicality. 
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Mr. President, before the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 

LEEJ speaks, I wish to say that several days ago I gave 
notice that I would offer an amendment defining parity pay
ments. It is not necessarily a part of the cotton title, be
cause it relates to all of these commodities-wheat, cotton, 
and corn. I do not want to lose the right to present that 
amendment. 

I am sure it is not controversial in any way; but if it is 
necessary to present it now, I should like to do it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the amendment to be 
inserted in the cotton title? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. No, Mr. _President; it is to go on page 
73 of the bill. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then the Senato:t: will not 
lose any rights so far as the cotton title is. concerned. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is all I wanted to know. 
Mr. POPE. Mr. President, has the Senator from Oklahoma 

the fioor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; the Senator from Okla

homa has not the fioor now, but the Chair proposes to recog
nize him if all the amendments to the cotton title have been 
disposed of, since the Senator from Oklahoma desires to offer 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute for the ~otton 
title. 

Mr. POPE. Then I yield the fioor, because my amendment 
is to another part of the bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I have an amendment 
which does not modify any language of the cotton section, but 
it does relate to the establishment of a cotton research labora
tory. If it can be done without prejudice it might be well 
for that amendment to go over until tomorrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; there is no question that it can be 
passed over until tomorrow without prejudice. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I am perfectly agreeable to de
ferring consideration of my substitute until tomorrow; but if 
it is desired that I do so, I shall speak on it and take ad
vantage at this time of the opportunity to offer my amend
ment to the bill in the nature of a substitute for the cotton 
title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] in the 
nature of a substitute will be printed in the REcoRD at this 
point and considered as having been read. 

Mr. LEE's amendment is as follows: · 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the committee 

amendment, page 31 to line 11, page 4:0, insert the following: 
"TITLE m-DOMESTIC ALLOTMENTS J'OR CO'rl'ON 

"SEC. 30. The Congress herewith finds as follows: 
" (a) The marketing of cotton constitutes one of the great basic 

industries of the United States with ramifying activities which 
directly afiect Interstate or foreign commerce at every point, and 
stable conditions therein are necessary to the general welfare. 
Cotton produced for market 1s sold on a Nation-wide market and 
practically all of it and its products move almost wholly in inter
state or foreign commerce from the producer to the ultimate con
sumer. The manufactured products of cotton are used for neces
sary clothing by nearly every person in the United States. The 
tanners producing such commodity are subject in their operations 
to uncontrollable natural causes, are widely scattered throughout 
the Nation, and are not so situated as to be able to organize effec
tively, as can labor and industry, for joint economic action; and 
in many cases such farmers carry on their farming operations on 
borrowed money or leased lands. For these reasons, among others, 
the farmers are unable without Federal intervention to control 
effectively the orderly marketing of such commodity with the 
result that abnormally excessive supplies thereof are produced 
and dumped indiscriminately on the Nation-wide and foreign 
markets. 

"(b) The disorderly marketing of excessive supplies affects, bur
dens, and obstructs interstate or foreign commerce by (1) ma
terially affecting the volume of such commodity marketed therein, 
(2) disrupting the orderly marketing of such commodity therein, 
(3) reducing the prices for such commodity with consequent in
jury and destruction of such commerce in such commodity, (4) 
depleting the soil resources of the United States, and (5) causing 
a disparity between the prices for such commodity in such com
merce and industrial products therein, with a consequent diminu
tion of the volume of interstate or foreign commerce in industrial 
products. 

"(c) Whenever an excessive supply of cotton exists, the market
ing of such commodity by the producers thereof directly and sub-

stantially affects interstate or foreign commerce in such commodity 
and its products, and the operation of the provisions of this title 
becomes necessary and appropriate in order to promote, foster, 
and maintain an orderly fiow of supply in such commerce. 

"(d) It 1s hereby declared to be the policy and the purpose of 
the United States to encourage the annual production of an 
e.mple supply of cotton of suitable grade and staple to supply 
all domestic and foreign consumption of such cotton and in addi
tion thereto to maintain at all times a large enough surplus to 
meet all offers from all sources to buy American cotton at fair 
and reasonable prices, and never 1n excess cif the world-market 
price for cotton of similar quality. 

"SEc. 31. (a) For the marketing year ending in 1939 and each 
marketing year thereafter, there shall be established for each 
farm of any farmer producing cotton a domestic allotment with 
respect to the sale of cotton. The normal year's domestic con
sumption of cotton shall be ~llotted by the Secretary among the 
several States and among the counties or other administrative 
areas in such States deemed by him the most effective in the 
region for the purposes of the administration of this act. Such 
allotment shall be on the basis of the annual average production 
of cotton within such States and administrative areas during the 
preceding 10 years, with adjustments for abnormal weather con
ditions, trends in production. and the diversion of acreage under 
the agricultural adjustment and conservation programs during 
such period. 

"(b) The allotment for each such administrative area shall be 
allotted, through the State, county, and local committees of 
farmers hereinafter provided, among the farms within the local 
administrative area on which the cotton 1s produced for market, 
on the basis of the average annual production of cotton on such 
farms during the preceding 10 years, with equitable adjustments 
for abnormal weather conditions, crop failures, diversion of acre
age under the agricultural adjustment and conservation programs, 
and the cotton productivity of the total cultivated ground on 
such farms (considering land used for growing alfalfa and other 
temporary hay crops as cultivated ground) : Provided, That the 
minimum allotments of cotton for any farm shall not be less 
than the smaller of the following amounts: (1) The amount of 
the average production of cotton on such farm during the pre
ceding 10 years, or (2) an amount of cotton for each family 
engaged in the production of cotton on such farm having a value 
of $300, computed at the loan value hereinafter provided. Not 
less than 3 percent of the allotment of each such commodity to 
each administrative area. shall be ayailable for allotment to farms 
on which none of such commodity was produced during the pre
ceding 10 years. 

" (c) The amount of cotton allotted to a farm under this section 
shall be its domestic allotment with respect to such cotton. 

"SEC. 32. (a) The domestic allotment of cotton for each farm 
shall be apportioned among the persons continuously engaged as 
share-tenant, sharecropper, or, as the case may be, as owner or 
cash tenant, in the production of cotton on such farm in the 
calendar year in which the apportionment is made on the basis 
of each such person's share in the cotton produced on such farm: 
Provided, That if the amount of the allotment apportioned to any 
person under this section would otherwise exceed 10 standard bales 
(of 500 pounds each), such amount shall be reduced by 25 percent 
of that part of the amount in excess of 10 bales but not in excess 
of 14: bales; by 50 percent of that part of the amount in excess 
of 14: bales but not in excess of 18 bales; and by 75 percent on that 
part· of the amount in excess of 18 bales. 

"(b) If the Secretary during any year finds that the national 
domestic allotment previously announced tor such year will not 
meet current domestic consumption requirements. he shall in
crease such national domestic allotment to an amount which will 
meet such requirement and individual farm allotments for such 
year shall also be increased proportionately. 

"SEC. 33. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall issue bale tags 
(hereinafter referred to as "domestic allotment tags'') to each · 
person who h<>_c; received an allotment, covering an amount of 
cotton in pounds equal to such person's allotment. 

"(b) Whenever any person shall have "domestic allotment tags" 
1n excess of his actual production of cotton, such person may 
(1) sell or otherwise dispose of such excess tags, (2) use such tags 
for a succeeding year's production of cotton, or (3) surrender such 
excess tags to the Commodity Credit Corporation. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall operate "excess domestic allotment tag 
pools" and shall offer such tags in such pools for sale on the first 
day of each month and shall transmit to each person who has 
contributed to such pool his proportionate share of such sale of 
such excess tags. 

"SEc. 34. (a) After July 31, 1938, it shall be unlawful for any 
person to process any cotton to be used in domestic consumption 
in the United States, which is not cotton accompanied by domestic 
allotment tags issued pursuant to this act. Such unlawful proc
essing of cotton shall be a misdemeanor and shall be punished by 
a fine of not more than $1,000 for each day such offense continues. 

"(b) The Secretary shall issue, without charge, for each of the 
marketing years 1938-39 and 1939-40 to any persons owning any 
cotton on the date of enactment of this act. domestic allotment 
tags for an amount of cotton equal to 25 percent of the amount 
so owned by him on such date. 

" (c) Any processor of cotton in the United States desiring to 
process cotton for export may purchase same without regard to the 



1937 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 1563 
existence of domestic allotment tags upon the posting of a bond 
with the Secretary of Agriculture equal to double the value of a 
like poundage of cotton eligible for domestic consumption, con
ditioned that the processed cotton, or its products, would be ex
ported from the United States within 1 year from the date of such 
purchase. 

" (d) All persons engaged in the processing or sale of cotton 
shall, from time to time, on request of the Secretary, report to 
the Secretary such information, and keep such records, as the 
Secretary finds to be necessary to enable him to carry out the pro
visions of this title. Such information shall be recorded and such 
records shall be kept In accordance with the forms which the Sec
retary shall prescribe. For the purpose of ascertaining the correct
ness of any report msde or record kept, or of obtaining information 
required to be furnished In any report, but not so furnished, the 
Secretary is hereby authorized to examine such books, papers, 
records, accounts, correspondence, contracts, documents, and 
memoranda as he has reason to believe are relevant and are within 
the control of any such person. Any such person failing to make 
any report or keep any records as required by this subsection, or 
make any false report or record, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine of not more 
than $500 for each offense. 

"SEC. 35. In order to effectuate the declared policy of this act, 
the Commoclity Creclit Corporation is hereby authorized and 
directed to make loans on all cotton accompanied by domestic
allotment tags. Such loans on cotton shall be made at the parity 
price or 20 cents per pound, whichever is the higher, on cotton 
of %-inch staple and Middling grade, with proportionate increase 
or decrease in the amount of said loan, depending upon the grade 
and staple of such cotton. Such loans shall be made without 
recourse and on the security solely of the stocks of cotton with 
respect to which the loan is made, which are insured and stored 
under seal In accordance with regulations of the Secretary. The 
Commodity Creclit Corporation shall not dispose of any cotton 
acquired by it except at a price equal to the parity price thereof 
plus carrying charges or 20 cents a pound, plus carrying charges, 
whichever is the higher, at the time of sale. 

"SEc. 36. The President and the Tariff Commission are hereby 
authorized and directed to promulgate such rates of import duties 
on cotton, articles processed from cotton, and cotton substitutes 
as will bring the basic price of raw Middling cotton to the parity 
price fixed by the Secretary. 

"SEC. 37. The Secretary is authorized to make such regulations 
in connection with the administration of this title as he deems 
necessary or advisable. 

"SEc. 38. Notwithstanding the provisions of title I of this act, 
the provisions of such title shall be applicable with respect to 
cotton only for the marketing year encling in 1938. 

"SEC. 39. The Commodity Credit Corporation is hereby author
ized and directed to extend the maturity date of all notes evi
dencing a loan made by that Corporation on cotton produced dur
ing the crop year 1937-38 from July 31, 1938, to July 31, 1939. 

"The Corporation is further authorized and directed to waive its 
right to reimbursement from warehousemen accruing because of 
the improper grading of cotton as provided in the loan agreement. 
Except insofar as herein specifically modified, all the terms and 
conditions of the loan agreement shall retnain applicable." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
is recognized. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, my amendment affects only cot-
ton, and applies only to the cotton title. It is a substitute for 
the entire title. It does not deal with any other commodity 
but cotton. It is based on a domestic allotment to the farm
ers of their share of the domestic market for cotton. It pro
vides that the farmer shall be issued tags, one tag for each 
bale allotted to him, and that it shall be unlawful for any 
processor or miller to manufacture untagged cotton. That 
means that the untagged cotton will seek its level in the 
world market and flow in the channels of trade unregulated. 
It simply tags the cotton that has, according to the estimates, 
been designated as the part we will use in trus country. 

The amendment provides that the Commodity Credit Cor
poration shall loan the farmer either parity or 20 cents a 
pound, whichever is lower. If parity were higher than 20 
cents a pound for cotton, then he could borrow parity on 
his cotton; or, if not, then he could borrow up to 20 cents a 
pound on his cotton. There is. no recourse on these loans. 
It amounts to a temporary purchase, but the cotton will 
not be in the hands of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
long, because the processor knows that he can process only 
tagged cotton; therefore, he must purchase it. 

The amendment also provides that the manufacturer may 
purchase untagged cotton for export trade at the regular 
world price. That is, if he wants to manufacture shirts and 
ship them abroad, he may buy cotton at the world cotton 

price, but for what we use in this country he must buy tagged 
cotton. That tagged cotton will bring the farmer 20 cents. 
That device, that method of pegging the price by means of 
a loan, has been used before. This method requires no ap
propriation from the Treasury. It is a means of giving the 
farmer a reasonable price for the part of his cotton which 
we wear in the United States. 

The amendment also provides that if a farmer takes home 
some of his surplus cotton and stores it, he may use that 
cotton the next year for part of his allotment if he so de
sires. That will have a tendency to cause him to provide 
his own crop insurance; and also, as he stores that bale 
or three or four bales of cotton in his warehouse, and passes 
it every day or two, it will remind him of the surplus of 
cotton; and when he goes to plant next year he will not 
have to allow as much margin as if he did not have any 
cotton stored, because he knows he can use those bales as 
part of his domestic cotton on which he can receive 20 
cents a pound. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. BONE. I notice that the Senator made the statement 

that his substitute covers only cotton. I have the printed 
amendment, dated November 29, which refers to cotton, 
wheat, and corn. 

Mr. LEE. The Senator has the wrong amendment. There 
is another one which refers to the cotton title only. 

Mr. President, my amendment also takes care of the sur
plus that is on hand, by allowing the holders of cotton at 1 

the present time an allotment for the next year of one:.. fourth 
of what they have. Each farmer, whatever he has on hand, 
is allowed one-fourth of that, which he may sell to the do
mestic market, and one-fourth the next year. That will · 
mean that at least one-half of the cotton that is on hand 
can go into the domestic market. Of course, that amount 
will have to be deducted from the total allotment to the 
farmers. 

The amendment also provides a graduated scale of allot
ment, beginning with 10 bales to the family, and then for 
the next 4 bales a reduction of 25 percent, leaving them 3 
bales, and for the next 4 bales a reduction of 50 percent; and 
then, above that, a reduction of 75 percent in order to give 
the family-size farm some advantage in the allotment. 

Most of the cotton that is on hand at the present time 
js already out of the hands of the farmer; so anything we 
do now toward the purchase of that cotton, anything we 
do toward taking care of the cotton that is on hand now, 
is not going to help the actual dirt farmer very much. It 
will help the speculators, it will help the manufacturers, but 
it will not help the actual farmer very much, because by 
the middle of December most of the cotton is out of his 
hands. 

There are a few bolls left, and in a few days the farmers 
will gather those bolls. They are not valuable. The cotton 
lint is not of a very high type. Therefore, the purchase of 
the cotton on hand is not really contemplated to be of much 
aid to the real cotton farmer himself. 

I am going to read some questions which I want to ask 
the committee members, and I hope they will answer them 
in their time, not in mine. I hope the Senators will give 
ear to these questions and answer them before we vote on 
this amendment. 

First. Is it a fair analogy to compare big-business control 
of production with the farmer's situation if there is. a dif
ference with respect to the following points: First, big busi
ness can lay off its employees and decrease its overhead. 
The farmer cannot stop feeding his mules. Second, big 
business is headed by a few people, and they can easily or
ganize. Two men in the steel business can determine the 
price of steel. Perhaps one man can do so. The four big 
packers can determine the price of beef. Two concerns, the 
Standard Oil and the Dutch Shell, can determine the price 
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of oil. But the farmers are legion in number. They cannot 
get together so easily. 

Big business can determine today exactly what its produc
tion will be a year from today. The farmer cannot because 
of the numerous hazards he faces. 

Therefore, the first question: When speaking of reducing 
production, is it fair in making an analogy to compare the 
farmer with big business? 

Second. Do you think the referendums provided in your 
bill offer the farmer any choice? Does not the economic 
pressure of desiring to have a living leave the farmer no 
choice in the matter? Yesterday in Russia an election was 
held, and I notice that Joseph Stalin was unanimously elected, 
because the voters in Russia had no chance to vote for anyone 
other than Stalin. There is just about that much choice 
provided in the referendums on cotton for which provision is 
made in the bill. It is either that "or else." 

Third. Is it fair to allow a little over one-third of the 
farmers to prevent the · other farmers from receiving benefits 
either from loans or from parity payments as provided in 
the bill? 

Fourth. Is it not reasonable to believe that the production 
control provided in your bill will foment strife in every 
community? When we see how the cotton Senators on the 
floor fight among themselves, what do you think the cotton 
farmers are going to do when we clamp this thing down on 
them? They will burn each other's barns. I have already 
heard the word "chiselers" used here on the floor, Senators 
calling those farmers "chiselers" who want to 'follow their 
God-given right to raise what they want to raise on their 
land. Why, they will bum each other's barns. They will 
burn the crops. They will destroy them, and it will lead to 
bloodshed. 

Fifth. If the price of American cotton does not materially 
affect foreign trade, then how do you account for the fact 
that we lost some of our foreign trade at the same time 
that world consumption was incre3.sing? 

Sixth. Under your bill, if you increase the price of cotton 
to parity-which is 16¥2 cents a pound at present, and the 
world market is 7~ cents a pound at present-do you believe 
we can still sell to foreign markets at 16~ cents a pound the 
same amount of cotton we are now selling? Do you believe 
we would still be able to export 5,000,000 bales of cotton, 
as at present, particularly when there is 9 cents a pound 
difference between the American price and that of world 
cotton? 

Seventh. Under your bill, what do you propose to give the 
cotton farmer next year that he is not already receiving be
sides strict control? In other words, what help do you offer 
him next year, or even the next year, more than he is now 
receiving? 

Eighth. What do you propose to do with the unemployed 
that will result from your program of curtailment? 

Ninth. What do you propose to do to prevent the diverted 
acres from raiding the markets of other farm commodities? 

Remember, Senators, when you vote on this matter, that 
the question is not, "Is the substitute perfect?" You are 
not voting on the question, "Are there any defects in the 
substitute?" You are voting on the question, "Which is bet
ter, the substitute or the cotton title of this bill?" That 
is the only question you have to decide. 

I have only a few minutes left, and I am going hurriedly 
to make a comparison of seven differences: 

(1) This proposal will give the farmer an actual q1oney 
benefit. I cannot see how that title of the committee bill 
will give him any money benefit .next year over what he 
is receiving at the present time. This proposal will give 
him benefit without cost out of the Treasury, whereas the 
committee bill provides for payments out of the Treasury. 

(2) This proposal will result in voluntary control, whereas 
the committee bill requires compulsory control-the volun
tary control of the farmer who is not willing to spend what 
he gets for the amount allotted to him in order to raise a 
great deal of cotton at a loss. 

(3) The committee bill will increase unemployment. This 
substitute will decrease unemployment. 

( 4) The committee bill will destroy and lose our foreign 
markets. The substitute will save our foreign markets. 

(5) The substitute will increase the buying power of the 
farmer. Give us 20-cent cotton in Dixie, and we will start 
buying from the factories and mills of the North and the 
East, and this little recession that is being talked about will 
be overcome. We will begin out at the grass roots, where 
recovery must start. The people there will start buying the 
many things they need, and that is the way to start the 
world on the road to recovery; but, with your program, in 
my opinion, you will decrease the gross income of the farmers 
in cotton. 

(6) The committee bill will destroy the independence of 
the farmer. The substitute will save the independence of the 
farmer. 

(7) The committee bill will divert acres that will go into 
competition with the dairy farmers, the fruit growers, and the 
vegetable growers when you take cotton off those fertile acres. 
The substitute will protect your other markets, whereas the 
committee bill will destroy your other markets. 

I wish to read a telegram from Peter Loran. president of 
the Texas State Farmers' Union: 

Understand that you are introducing domestic allotment bill; 
wish you success. We are with you. Thanks. 

Many farmers have telegraphed me. These telegrams I 
have selected as being from real farmers. I have many other 
telegrams; but I ask permission to have these telegrams from 
farmers printed in the R~coRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The telegrams are as follows: 

Hon. JosH LEE, 
CROCKET'l', TEx., December 3, 1937. 

Senator of Oklahoma: 
We are east Texas planters a.nd endorse the farm bill which you 

have introduced. 

Senator JosH LEE, 

R. L. SHIVERS. 
P. CAPRIELIAN. 
W. F. CooPER. 
C. L. HOOKS. 

D~cAN, OKLA., December 7, 1937. 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We the undersigned producers and businessmen wholeheartedly 

endorse your domestic allotment plan. 
E. C. Brooks, farmer; W. D. Weldon, farmer; H. F. Doyle, 

farmer; D. N. McEntye, farmer; G. I. Jones, farmer; J. B. 
Nichols, farmer; Lon Prater, farmer; M. S. Cook, farmer; 
F. A. Brown, ginner, Farmers Gin Co.; Lee Carter, 
farmer; Dave Jackson, farmer; J. A. Blaydes, farm and 
other business; Ira M. Lang, banker; Farmers Union 
Cooperative Gin, 300 members; W. A. Sage, ginner; 
W. R. W1lliams, farmer; Claud Underwood, farmer; 
Luther Howard, ginne:r;-; M. H. Peddy, farmer; Earl Wil
liams, farmer; James Pinson, farmer; L. A. Morton, 
farmer; Percy Stogsdill, pharmacist; P. C. Coombs, 
insurance. 

Hon. JosH LEE, 
ALTUs, OKLA., December 5, 1937. 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Domestic allotment bill 1s only solution to cotton problem of 

Oklahoma. This will create home labor a.nd help salvage our export 
trade. Your support of this measure 1s respectfully requested by 
the undersigned cotton farmers. 

J. Boyd McMahan, J. 0. Clowdus, J. T. McNeely, Sam Watson, 
N. W. Lavender, U. B. G. Gray, H. C. Shive, L. C. Jones, 
John B. Walker, J. D. Drewery, Sam Adams, Luther Bush, 
J. R. Stout, Mrs. J.D. Littlefield, J. A. Doughty. 

OKMur.cEE, OKLA., December 1, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Chamber: 
We as farmers prefer that you do not impooe restrictions on us. 

If you must do something, give us domestic allotment. If th~ Fed
eral Government cannot help us, then we prefer to be let alone. 
We believe this 1s the sentiment of almost all farmers. 

Brown McEwen, Alva Morgan, Geo. Abernathy, Llge Dotson, 
Joe Beidleman, Tom Stanley, Andy Crawford, Eugene Pete, 
Jess Aldridg~ Pete Cato. 
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LUBBOCK, ·TEx., December 1, 1937. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
Senate Office Building: 

Strongly favor your proposed bill allowing subsidy payment on 
domestic allotment, no acreage reduction. Believe bill would be 
instrumental in regalnlng world markets. 

M. E. HEARD, 
HeacL Textile Engineering Department, 

Texas Technological; College.. 

HousToN, TEx., December 2, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We are in favor of your bill with the domestic allotment, but 

without the acreage control, because it would increase unemploy· 
ment on farms and among longshoremen and railroad workers, 
thereby creating economic disaster to business 1n Texas. If we 
are able to export the surplus, say 6 or 8 m.1lllon, we heartily 
endorse cotton b111 for domestic allotment. We favor legislation 
that will help the cotton grower and w1ll not destroy cotton 
exports. The longshoremen and other laborers in the South de
pend largely on export cotton for their livelihood. 

M. J. DwYER, 

Senator JosH LEE, 

PresicLent, Gulf Coast District 
International Longshoremen's Association. 

. A. E. ANDERSON, 
Secretary, Gulf Coast District 

International Longshoremen's Association. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., November 30, 1937. 

Senate Office BuilcLing, Washington, D. C.: 
The California-Arizona Cotton Association has wired Senators 

and Congressmen from both California and Arizona, as well as 
growers' representatives from both States now in Washington, re
questing that they give your bill their earnest support, as feel 
this bill the solution to cotton situation. Best regards and good 
luck on thiS bill. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
Washington, D. C.: 

DAVE LoWRY. 

MADERA, CALIF., December 1, 1937. 

Please oppose Pope bill. I favor your bill introducing the in
corporation of domestic-allotment program with subeidy to growers 
on proposition of each man's crops equal to proportion domestically 
consumed out of entire crop, eliminating all production-control 
features. 

C. A. RIDGEWAY, 

NORMAN, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Very much in favor your domestic allotment plan bill. Believe 

this the best thing possible for the cotton farmer. Unless some
thing like this is done foreign countries will take the cotton busi
ness away from us. 

F. W. TRAYLOR. 

ALTUS, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Bu~"ZcLing, Washington, D. C.: 
Believe your stand on domestic allotment cotton bill for best 

Interests of this section. Cotton our primary crop and its exten
sive production essential to general prosperity. Kindest personal 
regards. 

Senator JosH LEE, 

liARRINGTON WIMBERLY, 
EcLitor, Altus Time Democrat. 

.ABILENE, TEx., December 2, 1937. 

Senate Office Building: 
Your domestic allotment bill with no acreage reduction seems 

to be fairest plan to all concerned and undoubtedly w1ll hold 
larger percent of world markets to South's cotton. 

GEORGE A. WALL. 

FREDERICK, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Your domestic allotment plan sUitable for the South; push hard. 

In fact the only thing that w1ll keep the South from going into 
bankruptcy. All my farmer neighbors for it. 

L. N. GILLILAND~ 

WASHINGTON, D. C., December 1, 1937. 
Sen a tor JosH LEE: 

I am in favor of the objective of your bill. 
RALPH W. MooRE, 

Master Te:ta3 State GTange.. 

Senator JOSH LEE, 
Washington, D. C.: 

SPUR, TEx., December 3, 1937. 

Endorse your domestic allotment plan 1n full. Put it over. 
GLENN DOBKINS, 

Cotton ProcLucer, BoaTing Springs, Tez. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA., December 3,1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Congratulations on your domestic allotment plan program. Hope 

you receive enough support for same to carry. Believe farmers 
much prefer this than a compulsory control program. 

R. C. Moss. 

Hoil.. JosH LEE, 
ALTUS, OKLA., December 4, 1937. 

United States Senator, Washington, D. C.: 
Congratulations upon your position and speech on the domestic· 

allotment plan, and please push it with all your might. · 
WALDO T. OnEN. 
W. B. FORRESTER. 
GLEN PUTMAN. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
Washington, D. C.: 

CHILDRESS, TEx., December 5~ 1937. 

Am very much in favor of your bU. introduced in the Senate 
concerning cotton. Think Senator BANKHEAD's proposed bill would 
ruin the South. 

GEO. L. BARRY. 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIF., December 1, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Office: 
We heartily endox:se your stand on cotton domestic allotment 

proposal. 
G. E. GILMORE. 

BERTRAM, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
We heartily agree with your bill. 

Hon. JoSH LEE, 

C. N. MosES. 
JoHN L. RussELL. 

VERNON, TEx., December 1, 1937. 

United States Senator, Senate Office Building: 
Understand you have endorsed the domestic allotment plan for 

cotton. I am convinced that this plan is most suitable and W11l 
produce long-range benefit for the South. The farmer will be 
helped financially and America w1ll be able to regain her foreign 
markets lost under the restricted acreage program. 

AUBREY L. LOCKET!'. 

McLoUD, OKLA., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
We commend the position you have taken on agriculture, par

ticularly cotton; 

Senator JoSH LEE, 
Senate Office Building: 

JoHNS. SEIKEL. 
ARTHUR LYLE. 

LoNGVIEW, TEx., December 1, 1937. 

In considering any farm legislation, I trust you and your col· 
leagues w1ll seriously bear in mind that any acreage control ot 
cotton means disaster to the agriculture, textile, and industrial , 
interests of the South. Certainly some form of subsidy on 
domestic-used cotton can be worked out which the farmer 1a 
undoubtedly entitled to, and leave him to work out his exportable 
surplus. Your bill seems to be most workable. 

Sincerely, 
O.H.GRISSOM. 

CHECOTAH, OKLA., December 1, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

UnitecL States Senator: 
We heartily approve of the domestic farm allotment bill which 

you are sponsoring. We think it the best solution yet offered. 

Han. JOSH LEE, 
Senate Office BUilding: 

R. J. KocH. 
W. A. YOUNG. 

PRAGUE, OKLA ... December 1, 1937. • 

:Wish to compliment you on your farm bill amendment. 
GEORGE T. JEPSEN. 
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Senator JosH LEE, 
TERRELL, TEX., December 1, 1937. 

Senate Office Buuding: 
Your domestic allotment plan as aga.1nst compulsory acreage 

control meets with my hearty approval, and I commend you highly 
1n your efi'ort to save the cotton farmer and the one hundred and 
one other interests that are dependent on cotton and cottonseed. 

. W. P. ALLEN. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
BOSTON, MAss., December 1, 1937. 

United States Se7Ulte: 
Congratulations. Hope other Senators will concur with your 

views regarding adjustment payments on a domestic quota of 
cotton in the farm bill 

RoLAND M. BAKER, Jr., 
141 Milk Street. 

Senator JOSH LE!:, 
DALLAS, TEx., December 1; 1937. 

Senate Office Building: 
Wish to express my agreement with you in regard to your 

domestic allotment bill. Also wish to endorse the position you have 
taken against passage of compulsory acreage-control legislation. 

J. H. JoNES. 

STAMFORD, TEX., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JOSH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Wish to endorse your cotton plan. Believe subsidy payments 

on domestic allotments plan without restricted production fair to 
producers and only way keep foreign markets. 

W. B. HARRISON. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
1 Self and friends much pleased at your introduction of domestic
allotment blll. Consider this plan feasible and equitable to all 
Interested parties. 

M. F. JoNES. 

Senator JOSH LEE, 
~GUM, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 

1 Senate Office Bm1ding, Washington, D. C.: 
1 

I concur with you in your domestic allotment plan, and your 
interest in the unfortunate price handicap of your constituents 
Will make them know you have harbored no selfish motives. 
Best personal regards. 

I R. C. PONDER. 

I Senator JosH LEE, 
CoRCORAN, CALIF., December 2, 1937. 

Washington, D. C.: · 
I endorse wholeheartedly the proposal presented by you based on 

domestic allotment. This country will support this plan. 
R. C. SLAYBAUGH. 

SNYDER, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
genator JoSH LEE, 

Care Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Want to say we heartily endorse your proposed cotton bill, which 

' understand is the domestic allotment plan, with no acreage re
strictions. If this bill, or some such bill, is not enacted, there will 

1 come a time in the near future that 9,000,000-bale crop will be 
too much for the South to raise. 

I w. J. ELY. 

1 RoscoE, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I Am very much 1n favor of your proposal, cotton bill. Think 

domest19 allotment plan, and no restrictions on acreage, our best 
bet. 

L. S. HowARD. 

SNYDER, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JOSH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly favor your cotton bill based on domestic allotment with 

I no restrictions on acreage. Believe ODly way to retain our position 
1n the world markets. 

I A. w. ARNOLD. 

1 PORTERVILLE, CALIF., December 2, 1931. 
1 Bon. JoSH LEE, 

Senatorial Building, Washf.ngton, D. C.: 
As I am 1n the cotton business here 1n ca.IIfornla and know the 

sentiments of the cotton growers 1n -the San Joaquin Valley, I fe-el 
tree to say that they are backing your proposal based on the do
mestic allotment plan 100 percent. 

H. E. CAMPBm.L. 

Hon. JoSH LD, 
WYNNEWOOD, OKLA., December 1, 1931. 

Member, United States Senate: 
Appreciate your efi'orts reference to cotton production. Think 

your stand as to parity payments meets with approval of the com
munity. Let us not forsake the South's cotton crop. 

A. R. WRIGHT. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
LU13BOCK, TEL. December 1, 1937. 

Senate Office Building: 
Strongly favor your proposed cotton bill of subsidy based on 

domestic allotment and no restrictions on acreage. 
D. L. MrrcHELL. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
OKLAHoMA CITY, OKLA., December 1, 1937. 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Am very favorable toward domestic allotment plan and believe 

most cotton producers feel the same way. 
CLAUDE S. lin.L. 

Hon. JosH LEE, 
WAGONER, OKLA., December 1, 1937. 

SenatM, Washington, D. C.: 
Your domestic allotment plan seems to be the way out for the 

southern farmer, the small businessman, and labor in general 1n 
the South. We heartily endorse the b111. 

Senator JosH LEI!:, 
Washington, D. C.: 

C. H. WELDON. 
W. A. LAYMON. 
C. P. RUSHING. 
W. M. WILKEY. 
DALLASH FAUTCIL 

MADEBA, CALIP., December 1, 1937. 

Please oppose Pope bill. I favor your bill introducing the in· 
corporatlon of domestic-allotment program with subsidy to grow
ers on proposition of each man's crop equal to proportion do
mestically consumed out of entire crop, el1mlnating all produc
tion-control features. 

SHERMAN THoMAS. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, 0ItLA., November 30, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We are heartily in accord with your domestic-allotment plan and 

trust it will receive support necessary for its passage. 
PAT PORTEL. 

Senator JosH LEE. 
MADERA, CALIF~ December 1, 1937. 

Washing!~ D.C.: 
Please oppose Pope blll. I favor your bill introducing the in

corporation of domestic allotment program with subsidy to grow
ers on proposition of each man's crop equal to proportion domes
tically consumed out of entire crop eliminating all production 
control features. 

V. B. LEwiS. 

HANFoRD, CALIF., December 2, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senatorial Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I endorse heartily the proposal presented by you based on do· 

mestlc allotments. This country Will support this plan. 
c. E. JOHNSON. 

GRANl'l'E, OKLA., December 1, 1937. 
Hon. JOSH LEE, 

United States Se1!4te, Washington, D. C.: 
The domestic allotment plan 1s the best farm bill introduced. 

It w1ll return many farmers from the relief rolls to the farm. I 
urge your continued support of same and hope you will be success
fUl in making it a law. 

FRANK KoUIU. 

GALVESTON, TEL, November 30, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Understand that you are introducing a domestic allotment bill 

dealing with cotton situation. Certa.1nly trust that it will prevail. 
This is, in my opinion, a scheme which can be of immediate bene
fit to the farmers With the least harmful long-range effects. 

HA1uus KEMPNER. 

GB.EENVILLE,·TEx., Navember 30, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washtngton., D. C.: 
Heartily endorse blll providing payment to farmers on cotton 

for. ·domestic consumption without acreage control. Feel this best 
methocl to protect farmers, also our foreign markets. 

PAUL FAGALA.. 
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HOUSTON, TEx., December 1,1937. 

Senator JosH LEE, 
United States Senate: 

Congratulations on your cotton relief bill. May you be suc
cessfUl. 

T. J. CALDWELL. 

Lu:sBoCK, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
Think your cotton bill allowing subsidy payments on domestic 

allotment only solution to our farm problem and at same time allow 
us to regain our foreign markets with surplus acreage. Strongly 
recommend its passage. 

L W. BRiscoE. 

LUBBOCK, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
Heartily endorse your ideas cotton bill domestic allotment indem

nity no acreage restrictions. Believe only way retain our position in 
world cotton production and recover world market. 

K. N. CLAPP. 

LUBBOCK, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
Believe this section strong for your cotton bill favoring subsidy 

payment on domestic allotment and no acreage reduction. 
T. L. PA.TTEBSON. 

LUBBOCK, TEx., December 1, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
In our opinion your cotton bill allowing subsidy payment on 

domestic allotment only solution to regain foreign markets. 
· T. H. CALVIN. 

HousTON, TEx., November 30, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Compliment you on your able exposition of absurdities and 

inequities Senate bill 2787. You are on right track in advocacy 
domestic allotment with compensatory payments on proportion 
each farm crop corresponding to proportion whole crop domesti
cally consumed. This formula preserves employment of 2,000,000 
cotton-growing familles, a large proportion of which will be thrown 
on relief if Farm B~au's production-control program adopted. 
It also preserves employment of several hundred thousand people 
engaged in ginning, compressing, oil mllling, storing, transporting, 
and other allied activities. In my opinion, Farm Bureau program 
would wreck southern agriculture and the South as a whole and 
would have serious repercussions elsewhere by forcing Cotton Belt 
into competition with North and West in other products. 

!.A.MAB F'LEM:ING, Jr. 

GREENVILLB, TEL, November 30, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
WISh to encourage you in your fight for bill protecting cotton 

farmers under domestic allotment plan, leaving acreage uncon
trolled to protect our position in foreign markets. 

L. L. ATTWELL. 

.ABILENE, TEx., December 2, 1937~ 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Buflding: 
Speaking not as an Oklahoman, my legal residence being Okla

homa, where it has been all my life, but as one interested in the 
cotton industry in all its phases, I fully agree with your domestic 
allotment bill, which I understand you propose to introduce. Your 
plan being undoubtedly the only salvation tor the present deplor
able conditions, resulting in loss of foreign markets, to the detri
ment and loss of the American producer. I hope you get EI..:KEa 
THoMAS in line with your views. Please show him this wire. 

W. D. MAxwELL. 

A.Bn.ENE, TEx., December 2, 1937. 
JOSH LEE, 

United States Se1U!.tC11' of Oklahoma., Washington, D. C.: 
As a farmer of the Abilene territory, I heartily endorse a.nd con

gratulate you on your proposed domestic allotment plan of un
limited acreage, no processing tax. and same soil-conservation 
program as present one, and am wiring my Congressman and 
Senator to that effect. 

R. L. BLAND. 

DuNCAN, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 
Bon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Congratulations on your domestic allotment bill. I heartily en

dorse same. 

LXXXII--99 

DUNCAN, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 
Bon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Fully in accord with your domestic-allotment bill introduced 

yesterday. 
A.P.BURNS. 

DuNcAN, OKLA., December 2, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Very much in favor of your domestic-allotment bill. 

WILLIAM PETERs. 

BALLINGER, TEx., December 2, 1937. 
Senator JoSH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I heartily endorse your bill for lldjustment payments on domestic 

quota to bring the farmers' return up to parity. Trust you Will 
meet success with this bill. 

C. L. BAKER. 

DUNCAN, OKLA._ December 2, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Heartily endorse your domestic allotment bill introduced yester

day. 
V. L. BROWNE. 

Hon. JosH LEE, 
OKLAHOMA <?n'Y• OKLA., December 13, 1937. 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Have telegraphed ELMER THoMAS asking him give your domestic 

allotment farm bill his support. Growers income must not be 
cut down and hope your substitute farm bill wins Senate approval. 

W. M. HYNDS. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA., December 14, 1937. 
Hon. JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly oppose any Government-control program. Have wired. 

Senator ELMER THoM.AS to endorse your domestic allotment plan 
to Senate farm bill. 

W. P. HULBERT. 

DALLAS, TEx., November 30, 1937. 
Bon. JosH LEE: 

Understand you are presenting agricultural b1ll in connection 
with domestic allotment plan. I congratulate you and Wish you 
success in your undertaking as this is the only sensible way to help 
agriculture. . 

NATHAN ADAMS, 

MEMPHis, TENN., December 11, 1937. 
Senator JosH LEE, 

Senate Office Building: 
There is a continually growing sentiment 1n this territory 1n 

favor of the domestic allotment principle of your amendment. We 
feel that any fixed price loan is dangerous and against the best 
interests of the producer. The close vote on reinstatement House 
bill indicates decided change 1n feeling. The Senate committee 
bill definitely would make growers Income less than this year. 
Be assured that your bill 1s gaining friends and supporters every 
day. 

C. W. BUTLER. 

Mr. LEE. Here is a letter from J. E. McDonald, commis
sioner of agriculture of Texas, which I also ask to have 
included in the REcoRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection. it is so 
ordered. 

The lett-er is as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

STATE OF TExAs, 
Washington, D. C., November 30, 1937. 

Hon. JosH LEE, 
· United states Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: As Texas commJ.ssioner of agriculture, I am tre
mendously interested in the passage by the Congress of an agricul
tural measure .which will be constructive and permanent in 
character and which will give to each American farmer his equitable 
share of the domestic market, upon which portion he will receive a 
parity price. 

Any agricultural measure which does not have the support of a 
price structure which woUld give the American farmer an offset to 
the tariff burdens will prove disappointing. 

Compulsory Government acreage control for cotton wUl not solve 
the problem, and such legislation would further encourage foreign 
production, further loss of foreign markets, and further unem
ployment of cotton growers. 

America is no longer the dominating factor in cotton production 
and cotton marketing, as you will see by the annual foreign pro
duction of recent years: 
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In 193.4 foreign countries produced 13,300,000 bales. 
In 1935 foreign countries produced 15,800,000 bales. 
In 1936 foreign countries produced 18,400,000 bales. 
In. 1937 it ·is estimated that foreign production w111 be 20,000,000 

bales. 
With continued compulsory cotton-acreage control and en

couragement of foreign production; it is my opinion that within 5 
years American cotton farmers will be asking Congress to erect 
a ta.rifi barrier to prevent foreign cotton grown with pauper labor 
coming to America to compete with American farmers for the 
American m11l business. 

It is my opinion that what is known as the domestic allotment 
plan for agriculture offers the most practical solution of the 
agricultural problem; and it is my opinion that 95 percent of the 
Texas farmers who understand the domestic allotment plan, which 
would provide a two-price system and give them benefits and pro
tection now enjoyed by manufacture operating behind the tartlf 
walls, favor and approve it. 

It is my opinion that Senate bill 2787, now before the United 
States Senate, is impracticable and, if passed, would fail to give 
the farmer adequate benefits protection. and would prove dis
appointing to the American farmers, and I trust that you will 
endeavor to have the Senate pass the domestic allotment plan for 
agriculture instead. of Senate bill 2787. 

The domestic allotment plan, if adopted by Congress and wisely 
administered, would meet the five agricultural objectives of the 
Roosevelt administration, namely: Production control (self
preservation control), crop insurance, ever-abundant supplies or 
normal granary, soil conservation, and parity prices. 

Appreciating your ability and your interest in agricultural wel
fare, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
J. E. McDoNALD, Commissioner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Oklahoma has expired. 

ADDITIONAL PETITION 

Mr. DAVIS presented a resolution adopted by Star of 
Bethlehem Lodge·, No. 1409, Amalgamated Association of 
Iron, Steel, and Tin Work~rs of North America, Bethlehem, 
Pa.~ favoring revision of present ru1es and regu1ations gov
erning W. P. A. and other relief agencies so that unemployed 
industrial workers may be eligible to obtain work on public 
works projects immediately upon the closing of commercial 
plants or other termination of employment without first hav
ing to be placed on the relief rolls, which was referred to 
the Committee on Apropriations. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. PreSide-nt, I understand that there 
will be some further discussion of the substitute offered_ by 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE], so I do not expect 
the Senate to dispose of it tonight. 

I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LA Fo~LETTE in the chair) 
laid before the Senate messages from the President of the 
United ·States submitting nominations in the Army, which 
were referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

<For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 

REPORTS OF CO~TTEE ON POST OFFlCES AND POST ROADS 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably-the nominations of sundry 
postmasters, which were ordered to be placed on the Execu
tive Calendar. 

THE CALENDAR . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no further re
ports of committees, the clerk will state the nominations on 
the Executive Calendar. 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of John W. 
Hanes, of North Carolina, to be a member of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk ·read the nomination of Jerome N. 
Frank, of New York, to be a member of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina
tions of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLA..~. I ask that the nominations of post
masters on the Executive Calendar be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom
inations of postmast~rs are confirmed en bloc. 

That concludes the Executive Calendar. 
RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 

until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 
The motion was agreed to; and <at 11 o'clock and 6 

minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Thursday, December 16, 1937, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate December 15 

(legislative day of November 16), 1937 
APPOINTMENT, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY 

TO ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT 

Capt. Theodore Addison Weyher, Corps of Engineers, with 
rank from June 14, 1937. 
APPOINTMENT TO TEMPORARY RANK IN THE AIR CORPS IN THE 

REGULAR ARMY 
Capt. Courtland Moshier Brown to be major with rank 

from December 12, 1937. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate December 15 

(legislative day of November 16), 1937 
SECURITIES AND ExCHANGE COMMISSION 

John W. Hanes to be a member of the Securities and Ex- . 
change Commission. 

Jerome N. Frank to be a member of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. 

POSTMASTERS 

GEORGIA 

Homer Roy Cobb, Ball Ground. 
Royce G. Braselton, Braselton. 
Emma S. Brindle, Surrency. 

IDAHO 

·John W. Hays, Dubois. 
LOUISIANA 

Joseph Hugh Goldsby, Amite. 
MICHIGAN 

Robert S. Fish, Big Rapids. 
Maud B. Perham, Lakeside. 
Edward F.· carpenter, Levering. 
William B. Welles, Marshall · 
Leo F. Flynn, New Lothrop. 
George W. Francisco, NeWPOrt. 
Elizabeth Treiber, Norway. · 
Mildred Irene ASher, Orchard Lake. 

· Patrick H. Kane, Port Huron. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Eme Adams Brickhouse, Columbia. 
Benjamin F. Bird, Grover. 

omo 
Dora H. McGonagle, Junction City. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Washington M. Ritter, Cope. 
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